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STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF 
TV STATIONS 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SuscomMiTTEE No. 2 on COMMUNICATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForeEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:32 a. m., pursuant to call, in room G-16 
of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Potter, Schoeppel, Bowring, Hunt, and Pastore. 

Also present: Senator Edwin C. Johnson; Bertram,O. Wissman, 
chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, counsel for Subcommittee on Com- 
munications. 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. 

I wish to apologize for being late. I had a breakfast at the White 
House and I am still naive enough in politics to be readily impressed 
by having a breakfast at the White House. We just concluded. 

You have been very kind to wait until I returned. I am sorry that 
our accommodations here are such that some people have to stand. 
I had not realized that we would draw such a crowd. 

I might add that it will be a relief for me to have a hearing about 
television rather than a hearing that is on television. 

We have many witnesses whom we plan on hearing. I would 
like to caution at this time that we have quite a full schedule. I ask 
you to keep your statements as short as possible and give us all the 
pertinent information that you care to give. It would be greatly 
appreciated by the committee. 

Soeker Jounson. Don’t you want to add, Mr. Chairman, that if 
they have other testimony it can be placed in the record ? 

Senator Porrer. That is right. If you have prepared statements, 
you can submit your statements for the record and if you care to 
possibly brief it in your oral testimony, you may do so. 

This hearing is being conducted by the Subcommittee on Communi- 
cations of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
on the problems concerning the status and development of ultra high 
frequency television channels, and Senate bill 3095, a bill relating to 
the multiple ownership of television stations. A copy of S. 3095, 
which was introduced by Senator Johnson, of Colorado, will be in- 
serted in the record at this point. 

1 











2 “STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


A RIL reg ite nn tiple ownership of television broadcast stationa 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
ngress aasembled, That the Communications Act of 1934 is 


of imerica in Co 


amended by inserting after section 309 a new section as follows: 
REGULATION OF MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TELEVISION BROADCAST STATIONS 
Sec. 209A (a) No license for a television broadcast station shall be granted 
to an applicant including all corporati: ns under common control) if. 
1) such applicant directly or indirectly owns, operates, or controls 
another television broadcast station which serves substantially the same 
I or 


2) such applicant, or any stockholder, officer, or director of such appli- 
ant, directly or indirectly owns, operates, controls, or has any interest in, 
or is an officer or director of, any other television broadcast station, if the 
granting of such license would result in a concentration of control of tele- 
vision broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest, 
convenience, or necessity 

“(b) In determining, for the purpose of subsection (a) (2), whether the 
granting of a license would result in a concentration of control of television 
broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest, convenience, or 
necessity, the Commission shall consider the facts of each case, with particular 
reference to the size, extent, and location of areas served, the number of people 
served, and the*extent of other competitive service to the areas in question 

“(c) In no event shall the Commission grant any license (including the 
renewal of any license) for a television broadcast station which would result 
in any applicant (ineluding all corporations under common control), or any 
stockholder, officer, or director of such applicant, directly or indirectly owning, 
operating, controlling, or having any interest in, or being an officer or director 
of, any television broadcast station in excess of any of the following 

(1) five television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency 
channels and no television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high 
frequency channels 

(2) four television broadcast stations operating in the very high fre- 
quency channels and two television broadcast stations operating in the ultra 
high frequency channels; 

(2) three television broadcast stations operating in the very high fre- 
quency channels and four television broadcast stations operating in the ultra 
high frequency channels; 

(4) two television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency 
channels and six television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high 
frequency channels 

“(5) one television broadcast station operating in the very high fre- 
quency channels and eight television broadcast stations operating in the 
ultra high frequency channels; or 

(6) no television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency 
channels and ten television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high 
frequency channels 

“(d) Any person who, prior to the date of enactment of this section, has 
been granted a license for a television broadcast station operating in the very 
high frequency channels which, within five years after such date, he relinquishes, 
transfers, or fails to renew shall, upon notice to the Commission and applica- 
tion filed therefor within such five year period, be entitled to be granted, for 
each such license which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew, two 
licenses for television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high frequency 
channels, one of which shall serve substantially the same area as the station 
the license of which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew. 

“(e) In applying the provisions of this section— 

“(1) ‘control’ means actual working control in whatever manner exer- 
cised and is not limited to majority stock ownership; and 

“(2) in the case of a corporation which has more than fifty voting stock- 
holders, only those stockholders shall be considered who are officers or 
directors or who directly or indirectly own 1 per centum or more of the 
outstanding voting stock. 
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“(f) This section shall not apply to the granting of licenses for noncom- 
mercial education television broadcast stations.” 

Senator Porrer. When the Congress enacted the Communications 
Act of 1934, it placed on the shoulders of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission the full responsibility of making available, so far 
as possib le, to all of the people of the United States, a nationwide, 
eflicient radio and television service. 

The Commission, in adopting the sixth report and order, with its 
assignment of channels to the various communities in the United 
States, stated: 


The Commission has always recognized that even with an extensive scattering 


of VHF assignments, the 12 channels available are not sufficient to meet the 
objective of providing TV service to all of the people. With the additional UHF 
channels, however, the Commission was able to formulate an assignment plan 


that has the potentiality of fulfilling the objective of section 1 of the Communi- 
eations Act. If all the VHF and UHF channels are utilized, there should be 
few, if any, people of the United States residing beyond the areas of television 
service, (See priorities 1 and 3.) Moreover, the table has gone far in fulfilling 
the needs of individual communities to obtain local TV outlets. It has pro 
vided at least one assignment to over 1,250 communities. (See priority 2.) And 
it has attempted where possible to provide each community with at least two 
assignments. (See priority 4.) 

During the past months, the committee has received many com- 
plaints and numerous requests to do something with regard to the 
development of UHF television channels. I need not emphasize the 
various problems that have been confronting the developn ent 
of UHF channels since the lifting of the TV freeze in April 1:52. 
The statistics from the Federal Communications Commission s..0w 
that 72 grants have been dropped or surrendered since the liftmg 
of the freeze and of this number, 60 of them have been UHF gra ats. 
Is this trend going to continue? What effect, if any, will this j.ave 
on the objective of providing a nationwide television service tu all 
the people? 

In order to obtain a complete picture and develop all the facts 
as they relate to the development of UHF, the committee originally 
announced that open hearings would be held on this subject on April 6. 
Since that time, more than 40 persons have requested an opportunity 
to appear and testify. 

The committee has set aside 3 days, May 19, 20, and 21 for the 
hearings and will be able to accommodate ae a majority of the 
witnesses. At the conclusion of the testimony on Friday, May 21, 
the committee will recess the hearings until June 3 and 4 because 
the National Association of Radio and Television Broadcasters Con- 
vention is scheduled for next week, and most of the broadcasters and 
other interested parties will be there. All witnesses who are not 
heard during the first 3 days will be given an opportunity to be heard 
when the hearings reconvene June 3 and 4. 

‘When the subcommittee on communications decided to schedule the 
hearings on the problems concerning the status and development of 
UHF television channels, the Federal Communications Commission 
was requested to furnish the committee with a list indicating the per- 
sons who had surrendered their construction permits since the lift- 
ing of the television freeze. 

Such a list was prepared as of March 31, 1954. In order to ob- 
tain a complete picture, I endeavored to contact each of these persons 
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to obtain all the information possible as to the reasons for the sur- 
render of the permit. In my letter to each of these grantees, I asked 
them to furnish me information which would give a clue as to the 
reason or reasons why they surrendered their permit. I asked was it 

1 lack of finance, availability of appropriate transmitter equipment, 
vienr uming, circulation, set conversions, too many stations serving 
the area, economics, or competition? A substantial number of these 
persons have submitted replies which I now incorporate in the rec- 
ord at this point. 

(Correspondence referred to is as follows:) 


DAVENPORT, IOWA, May 20, 1954. 
Mr. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communicationa, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Porrer: I am very sorry that your letter of April the 6th addressed 
to Harold Hoersch and Mel Foster did not reach us. I thank you for enclosing 
a copy of it with your letter of May the 13th, and I will endeavor to answer 
as nearly as possible the questions raised in your letter. 

Before filing our application for a permit with the FCC, we acquired a piece 


of property well located in the central west part of Davenport, which we were 
advised by our engineers would serve the whole quad-city area because of its 
central locatior After the permit was granted, we made application to the 


city for a change in zoning on this 20-acre tract and ran into a great deal 
of opposition with some of the householders in the area, even though there 
were no homes within the immediate area, the closest one being a little over 
800 feet At the time this happened, we were most disappointed, but as we see 
it now, it was probably a very fortunate circumstance. 

During the ensuing delays in trying to find another site and our efforts 
in pursuance of our case for the change of zoning in the previous site, we had 
a chance to examine 2 or 3 other UHF stations that had gone on the air, and 
frankly we were discouraged in our efforts to take advantage of the permit be- 
cause of what appeared to be a pretty competitive proposition with the UHF 
station competing with VHF, and, of course, we have two in this quad-city area. 
We then had a study made as to the situation in the area that could receive 
UHF programs without the cost of installing converters, and this study was a 
most discouraging factor. As a result of these complications and the problem 
that we would have in converting a sufficient number of the 40,000 sets that 
were supposed to be in existence in our immediate viewing area, we decided 
that at least for the time being, that we should give up our permit and 
observe the industrial operation as it relates to UHF for awhile. Mr. Hoersch, 
who participated in this application with me, is a lawyer here in Davenport, 
and he endeavored in the release when the permit was given up to do it 
in a proper way in the hopes that if we would have a change of mind that we 

suld be in the good graces of the Commission and could reapply if condi- 
tions indicated that we wanted to make the investment at some future time. 

I believe this answers the questions in your letter of April 6th, and if there 
is any further information that I could supply you with, feel free to call upon me. 

Sincerely, 
MeL Foster. 


SALEM, OreEG., May 22, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES B. PorTrTer, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Str: I regret that absence from my office prevented my replying to 
your letter of May 6th in time for the hearings on the status and development 
of UHF-TV channels. 

Regarding the return of construction permit, the principal reasons are: (a) Too 
many channels in a small marketing area; (b) tax depreciation rules are such 
that one with an outside income (as one must have to have sufficient capital 
for a station) will find station operation unprofitable, even though the station 
makes a profit because the net after taxes is too small a percentage. Call money 
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would gain a better return; (c) there is no “freedom of the press” on TV (or 
radio) for editorial comment the same as a newspaper. 
I trust this is the information you desire. 
Yours very truly, LAWRENCE A. HARVEY, 


CONNECTICUT AVENUE AND De SALES STREET, 
Washington 6, D. C., May 18, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


DeEAB SENATOR Porter: I have been authorized, as counsel for Oshkosh Broad- 
easting Co. and William F. Johns, Jr., to make this reply to your letter of April 7 
and May 6 addressed to the Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. with regard to the 
reasons Why its construction permit for a television broadcast station, WOSH- 
TV, was returned to the commission. 

Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. was granted a construction permit on November 
26, 1952, to operate on UHF channel 48 with an effective radiated power of 
1.31 kilowatts visual. The station began operation on June 27, 1953. An 
application for modification of the construction permit, increasing the effective 
radiated power to 13.8 kilowatts, was filed on October 19, 1953, and granted on 
November 4. The station began operating with the increased power on or about 
November 24, 1953. The station ceased operation on March 22, 1954, and the 
construction permit was subsequently canceled by the commission. 

Oshkosh Broadcasting Co., its management and staff had had ample expe- 
rience in the operation of radio broadcast stations, both standard broadcasting 
and I'M broadcasting, but had no actual experience in television broadcasting. 
They have operated standard broadcast station WOSH in Oshkosh successfully 
and profitably over a period of years and have owned interests, some of which 
were the controlling interests, in other stations in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and 
Illinois. 

As experienced businessmen, Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. investigated fully 
construction and operating costs and revenue possibilities. The company’s na- 
tional advertising representative estimated that WOSH-TV would receive reve- 
nue of from $5,000 to $6,000 from national advertising and the management 
estimated that 1 to 2 thousand dollars a month could be obtained from 
regional advertising. It was not anticipated that local advertising would be 
sufficient to carry the station, inasmuch as the population of Oshkosh is only 
41,084 (1950 census). It was estimated that the operating expenses would be 
about $15,000 a month. The station went on the air with $18,000 a month in 
television contracts. It was only a matter of days, however, before it became 
apparent that broadcasting on the UHF channels posed problems that VHF 
operating transmission did not. Although the station transmitter was located 
no more than 3 miles from the farthest residential area, a great majority of 
the UHF receivers were unable to receive a picture comparable to that received 
from VHF station WBAY-TYV, located in Green Bay, which is 40 miles from 
Oshkosh, and WTMJ-TV, Milwaukee, which is 75 miles from Oshkosh. 

It was found that the installation of UHF receivers is much more critical 
than mstallation of VHF receivers. The same picture quality cannot be obtained 
unless the UHF receiver is 100 percent efficient. Unfortunately, a majority 
of the local television dealers did not have technicians sufficiently trained in 
UHF installations to install the receivers with the degree of perfection neces- 
sary, and the dealers became discouraged, some of them recommending against 
the purchase of UHF converters or tuners. 

Inevitably, the television advertisers also became aware of the problems 
and, by the end of the first full month of operation, business on the station 
diminished to approximately $15,000 a month and the sales volume decreased 
every month the station remained on the air, while operating expenses remained 
approximately the same, During the last full month of operation the station 
revenue was $6,500 and the expenses were $15,000. 

The Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. would have attempted to refinance the tele- 
vision operation and continue operating if the management could have foreseen 
any possibility of obtaining the national and regional business necessary to 
support the station. It was found, however, that the New York, Chicago, and 
Milwaukee advertising agencies had little or no confidence in UHF, and that they 
offered substantially no prospect of national or regional business. This fact, 
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together with the local merchants’ lack of confidence in UHF, forced the man- 
agement to terminate the station’s operation. 

When WOSH-TYV began operating, there were relatively few television re- 
ceivers in Oshkosh, as the only stations that could be received were WTMJ-TYV, 
operating from Milwaukee on a VHF channel, and WBAY-TYV, operating at 
Green Bay on VHF channel 2. Both of those stations increased their power 
to the maximum after WOSH-TYV began operating, so that in many instances 
it was easier to receive them with CBS and NBC programs than to receive 
WOSH-TYV. 

While the coverage of WOSH—TV could have been extended by installing a 
12-kilowatt amplifier, the lack of any prospect of additional national or regional 
business made the expenditure of $100,000 for such an increase in coverage 
appear to be unjustified. An adequate return on such an investment could not 
be envisioned. The management of Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. is satisfied, how- 
ever, that if the station had been operating on a VHI channel, with the same 
coverage and programs, the operation would have been a financial success. 

Very truly yours, 
OSHKOSH BROADCASTING CO., 
By E, D. JOHNSTON, 
Its Attorney. 


WCOW-TY Co., 208 Trtrp AVENUE, NORTH 
South St. Paul, Minn., May 18, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Your letter of April 6, 1954, to the WCOW Telecasting Co. has been 
referred to me for reply. 

There were Many reasons which contributed to the decision to return the 
construction permit for UHF channel 17 to the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, and each of them can probably be given the same amount of emphasis. 
Some of them are as follows: 

1. Any UHF station coming into an established VHF market (in the Min- 
neapolis-St. Paul area there were two established VHF stations) would have 
to expect an uphill fight to acquire an audience. My clients were willing to 
take this risk, as long as the additional VHF channels allocated to this area 
were being contested. They felt they could establish themselves on a firm 
footing and acquire an audience while these other contests were being resolved. 
The practice of the Commission in granting quickie mergers enabled a third 
VHF station to come into this area approximately 1% years before it was 
expected, 

2. It is debatable as to how many television stations a given area can support. 
This can only be proved by experience, but it is our opinion that more than 
three ordinary commercial stations in the Twin Cities area would be economically 
unsound. It is also our opinion that only three stations in this area would 
not give the public the most adequate choice of programing to which they are 
entitled. It is our opinion that some form of subscription television is the 
answer to the problem of the UHF station in a multiple-station area. There 
are presently in operation 3 major networks (NBC, CBS, and ABC) and 1 
other (Dumont). It has been estimated that 80 to 90 percent of the homes in 
this area have television sets, all receiving only VHF. It is reasonable to 
expect that no network, even the minor one which receives the least desirable 
time, would want to switch over to a station on the UHF band, where the 
audience must once more be sought from the very beginning. The UHF station 
must therefor depend solely on its own resources and in an area such as this 
cannot expect any assistance from network programing to gain an audience. 
As I have stated above, it is our opinion that some form of subscription tele- 
casting is the answer to this problem. 

3. It is also true that the high cost of set conversion also served as a deterrent. 
This problem, however, existed at the time of the original application, and the 
permittees felt that, if an adequate programing arrangement could be achieved, 
conversion would follow as a matter of course, even though it might be a slow 
process. In addition, once the actual construction of the station would have 
begun, purchasers of new sets would probably have demanded sets equipped to 
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receive UHF signals. While this was a problem, it was not an insurmountable 
one. 

I hope that this resume of our situation will assist your committee in its 
investigation. Should you desire any further information concerning our 
particular situation, please do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) S. J. Gray, 
FREDERICK EPSTEIN, 
Attorney at Law, 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., May 12, 1954. 
Hon. Senator CHArLEs EB. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I have just recently been given your letters addressed to the 
New England Television Co, concerning your scheduled hearings on UHF. I 
am glad to give the subcommittee any information that will assist in its under 
standing of the problem. 

In the first instance, I believe that the creation of the UHF channels by the 
Commission should have been handled in such a way as to insure the equal 
development of the U station with already existing and to-be-created V alloca- 
tions. I believe the Federal Communications Commission very seriously wished 
to see that U stations be placed in an equally competitive position with any other 
type of television station, both from the viewpoint of audience, programing, net- 
work affiliation, or general economics. Unfortunately this was never done, nor 
were the proper steps taken, in my opinion, to implement the Commission’s deci 
sion and its desire to place UHF in a competitive position with V stations. 

1. I sincerely question the advisability of mixing U and V stations in the same 
area, and I suggest that any grants of any future V stations in a present U area 
be held up pending the creation of an audience for the U station. 

2. Assuming the present continuance of mixture of V and U stations in the 
same market, I suggest that your committee take every step possible te insist that 
network programs be made available to the U station on an equal basis with the 
V station. While I am aware of the fact that such is the present Commission 
policy, investigation will easily demonstrate that all networks are extremely 
cautious (to say the least) about U affiliations, especially where a V station or 
stations exist in the same area. This reluctance by the networks is not neces 
sarily prejudice but is based upon the fact that the U audience does not substan 
tially exist where a V is already established unless you have special circumstances 
concerning a particular market that changes the general picture. Of course, the 
proper network affiliations, especially with the three leading networks, will assist 
in the creation of an audience. Thus the network policy in substance, based 
upon the lack of a U audience, helps continue the very reasons which created the 
policy. If the law could be amended to insist that the networks implement FCC 
policy of equalization, but stating specifically that no television station shall 
be entitled or allowed more than a certain number of commercial network hours 
before any other television station in the same area received an equal amount of 
commercial network hours and that no affiliation shall be withheld because the 
potential affililate is a U station, I think some help would be given, although I 
realize that other factors may still give all the substantial benefits to the V sta 
tion in a given market. 

3. Questions with respect to programing are really merged in the question of 
network affiliation because a local station, in the ordinary market, at least, can 
never hope to compete in general program attractiveness to the public. The 
network, by reaching so Many areas and so great an audience, must always be 
able to produce programs at a much lesser cost per unit of audience than any 
one station in a given area. The local individual station can never secure the 
stars and production services that go into the creation of the general network 
program. For better or worse, the ordinary audience will watch in general the 
name shows and stars produced by a network. 

4. Nor have the manufacturers of receivers been pushing all-channel tuners 
or a set that (to the viewer) is equally capable of receiving a U station as a V 
channel. (I mean by that no discernible differences between the ability to 
receive either frequency.) I do not think that the blame can be put on the 
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Please be hat we are d mtinuing our broadcasting operations as of 
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Chis action is a result of a unanimous resolution of the stockholders of this 
corporation at a meeting held on Wednesday, December 16, 1953; 

Resolved, “That appropriate officers of the corporation return to the Federal 
Communications Commission the license heretofore granted by them to WBES~—TV 
to operate on channel 5) in the city of Buffalo, N. Y.; that the secretary of the 
corporation advise the Federal Communications Commission of this action; 
that in view of the apparent lack of interest on the part of the large networks 
and national and local advertisers in ultra high frequency as a medium of com- 
munication, despite the aggressive and purposeful attempts made by the officers 
of the corporation to interest such major networks and advertisers so as to 
make the project commercially feasible, all of which have resulted to no avail; 

That in view of the fact that the stockholders of WBES-—TY were interested 
olely in performing a community service and that this is not possible unless 
commercial support is given to this medium; that in view of the difliculties 
experienced by the corporation since its inception and the complete lack of 
promise for the future; that despite attempts made by this corporation to obtain 
through direct application or by consolidation with other applicants one of 
the two remaining very high frequency channels allocated by the FCC to the 
city of Buffalo, either in whole or in part, which apparently would have resulted 
in protracted litigation and particularly in view of the fact that in order to do 
so it would have been necessary for the corporation to discontinue broadcasting 
under present FCC regulations: Be it 


Resolved, That WBES-TYV discontinue its operations as of the close of busi- 
ne on 11:50 p.m., Friday, December 18, 1953.” 

The directors and stockholders of th corporation have reluctantly come to 
the conclusion that it is not going to be possible to continue the operation of 
this UHEF channel in the city of Buffalo Your honorable Commission has 
heretofore allocated three UTI’ channels and three VHF channels to the city 
of Buffalo At ihe time this corporation became interested in providing tele 
vision service to this area, there was only television station operating We were 
ndvised that the entire industry, as well as the advertisers, were intere¢ d in 
getting into this market, and we knew that the citizens of Buffalo wanted addi 
tional television outlets in addition, we were led to believe that UHF was 
roing to get the complete upport of everyone concerned with the communications 
ndustry Indeed, we were greatly encouraged by representations made to us 


before we got on the air with our test pattern on September 5, 1953, and with 
commercial broadcasts on September 27, 1953 

We attempted to obtain a basie major network affiliation before and after our 
project was launched. We recently concluded that this is not possible, and two 
things became more and more apparent to us Firstly, that this operation could 
not succeed without a basic major network; and secondly, that the major net- 
works were awaiting the outcome of the contests for VHF channels here in 
Buffalo, so as to make an arrangement with the successful applicant 

In this posture, we then decided that if we were to survive, it could only be 
with a VHF channel. Negotiations were had with a group of local people who 
had applied for a channel, since it was our belief that these channels should be 
allocated to residents of this community. This did not result in an agreement. 


It then became known that we could not operate on channel 59 and apply for 
a VITF channel! at one and the same time as the result of a decision by the FCC 
To discontinue operations at that point would have resulted, we felt, in a breach 
of faith with the citizens of this area who had spent millions of dollars convert- 
ing their sets so that they could receive our programs However, subsequent 
events disclosed the fact that we were getting cancellations on programs and 
buyer resistance at all levels because we were a UHF unit 

At this point, we decided that since we could not render a community tele 
vision service, and had done everything in our power to do so with UHF with no 
success, that it would be necessary to apply for a VHF channel and we engaged 
Washington counsel and prepared an application for presentation to the FCC 
In this circumstance, we intended to return our permit on channel 59 simul 
taneously with our application for a VHF channel with an offer to continue 
our operation even at a loss, if the Commission desired us to do so pending a 
determination of the VHF issue 

At this point, we had discussions with a merged group applying for a VHF 
channel and it became clear to us that the controlling faction consisted of | 
people, all of whom were well known to us, and that once our application was 
submitted, it would have entailed protracted contests and litigation. Since we 
were prepared to discontinue our operation, we concluded that we would not 
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wish to be a party to the contest and decided to withdraw from the television 


field in this city in a way that would provide the people of this community with 
a continuous service. It was our expectation that if your Commission had 
granted a construction permit to the merged group for channel 2, that they 


could have gone on the air at the time that we went off the air, so that there 


would have been no interruption in the television service to this community. The 
disclosure of this possibility to the press and in trade journals has made further 
operations impossible 


We genuinely regret having to make this decision. We have 25 stockholders 
representing a true cross section of this community. We have provided many 


notable programs that were in the category of community service; plans had 
been formulated to incorporate other programs of a community character into 
our schedule, since it was our honest desire to provide not only entertainment, 


but instruction, education, and a forum for local institutions. Obviously, this 
type of service cannot be rendered unless the enterprise is able to secure suf- 
ficient income from advertising sources to make it a reality. 

If you should wish any further information or require any administrative 
procedures, we will be glad to cooperate in every way possible. If you desire 
any statistical information for historical purposes, we will be glad to furnish 
this as well. The people in this community have a tremendous investment in 
television as a medium. They have been very patient, helpful, and cooperative 
throughout this period 

Yours very truly, 


WBES-TYV, Inc. 


BeLoir BROADCASTING Co., 
Beloit, Wis., May 17, 1954. 
Hon. Cuarvtes E. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Porter: Pardon delay in acknowledging your letters of April 7 
and May 6. I have been out of the city and as a consequence absent from my 
desk. 

I am enclosing a copy of my petition to the FCC requesting cancellation of my 
construction permit for a UHF television station in Beloit, Wis. This gives you 
the reasoning behind my petition. 

What my chief engineer and I found in our investigation of UHF problems 
last year, holds true today to a far greater extent. It is my opinion that the 
damage has already been done and that UHF is headed for the same grave as 
FM radio. 

The first mistake was made when VHF franchises were granted along with 
UHF franchises in medium-sized markets. VHI-TV is definitely regional. UHIF 
is strictly local, 

I don’t think it will ever be feasible for UHF operators in the smaller markets 
to go into the high power, now being discussed, nor to attempt to compete with 
powerful VHF-TV stations by means of UHF satellites and boosters. The cost 
would be prohibitive, and the mass audience will be no more interested in UHE 
receivers than it is now where VHF signals are satisfactory. 

The public has already shown that it is not interested in spending more money 
for UHF circuits in TV receivers or for UHEF converters than it was interested 
in FM circuits in radio or FM converters. 

The fact that manufacturers were not reuired to put UHF circuits in all TV 
receivers when the freeze was lilted in July 1952 automatically lessened the 
value of UHF to the networks and to the sponsors. 

Rapid obsolescence of UHF broadcast equipment makes this type of television 
operation prohibitive in the smaller markets, 

From personal experience I know that neither the networks nor the larger 
advertisers are interested in UHF where they can get coverage via VHF. 

I will be glad to elaborate on this if you wish some time in the future. In 
the meantime I hope this information is what you want. 

Sincerely 


Siwney H, Buss, President. 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
File No. BF—1523 


Re: Application of Sidney H. Bliss, trader, doing business as Beloit Broadcast- 
ing Co., for television construction permit, Beloit, Wis. 


PETITION 


The petition of Sidney H. Bliss sole trader doing business at Beloit Broadcast- 
ing Co. alleges as follows: 

1, On the 11th day of February 1953, the Commission issued to Sidney H. Bliss 
a construction permit BPCT-1523, for the construction of a television broad- 
casting station at Beloit, Wis. Originally the call letters assigned to such sta- 
tion were WGEZ-TV but by subsequent change, these call letters were desig- 
nated as WRBJ. This proposed station would serve Rockford, IIL, Beloit and 
Janesville, Wis., with class A and B service. These cities were in the fringe 
area of existing service at that time. 

2. Upon the issuance of said construction permit, applicant went to New York 
in an effort to obtain network affiliation. Two of the networks expressed 
definite interest in the proposed station. One network went so far as to request 
that applicant return later bringing with him positive indication from major 
disributors serving his market that they desired to have proposed station added 
to the television advertising schedule of their supplying manufacturers. 

Applicant made contacts with the major distributors in Rockford, Chicago, 
Milwaukee, and Madison, serving this area. On May 19, applicant returned to 
this network with the requested information but was not given the opportunity 
to present it. The network on this occasion showing no interest whatsoever in 
the proposed station. 

The applicant then contacted the second available network and was advised 
that, no decision could be made at that time because the successful Rockford 
applicant for Channel 138, which had been granted a construction permit only the 
week previous, was coming to see said network the following week. This pre- 
cluded any interest in applicant’s UHF station. 

Apparently the grant of Channel 13 the previous week was also the reason 
for the first network’s lack of interest in applicant’s proposed station. 

The other two networks already had affiliation contracts with the Rockford 
station operating on Channel 39. 

The situation remained indefinite until August 11, when the grantee for 
Channel 13 in Rockford publicly announced he had signed affiliation contracts 
with both of the networks contacted by applicant. 

In the meantime, following the issuance by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission of applicant’s construction permit, applicant and several members of his 
staff visited VHF and UHF stations on the air and others under construction in 
the following cities: Youngstown, Ohio; Peoria, Rock Island, and Rockford, ILL; 
Davenport, Iowa; South Bend, Ind.; Green Bay, Milwaukee, and Oshkosh, Wis. ; 
Jacksonville, Fort Lauderdale, and Miami, Fla. Construction, technical opera- 
tion, programing, production, personnel, selling, and operating costs were studied 
in each of these plants. 

These visits and a continuing study, made in the light of the changing televisicn 
situation in this area, have resulted in the following conclusions: 

1. The Rockford, Beloit, Janesville market is no longer fringe area and is now 
served with excellent VHF signals from Milwaukee, channel 4, with its increased 
power, 100 kilowatts, and antenna of over 1,000 ft. and carrying NBC, ABC, and 
Dumont. 

2. Rockford, channel 13, is providing this entire area with a class A signal and 
will feed CBS and ABC. 

3. Channels 2 and 5, Chicago, will unquestionably put class B signals into this 
area when they go on the air with their increased power. 

4. When the Madison, channel 3, controversy is settled and a CP granted there 
is now no question but that this station will furnish class A network service 
throughout this area. 

5. From these studies applicant coneludes that a network affiliation for a 
television station in a market as competitive as the Beloit, Rockford, Janesville 
area is a prerequisite to economic survival. 











12 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


6. Because of the increasingly competitive VHF service in the Beloit area now 
and because of the inability of the applicant to obtain network service, applicant 
is convinced that a UHF venture at this time would be economically unsound. 
Applicant therefore requests permission of the Commission to return his con- 
struction permit for cancellation without prejudice and for cancellation of the 
call letters assigned to such station. Applicant further states that he bas not 
been promised, nor has he received directly or indirectly, in connection with 
filing of such petition for cancellation of his license, any consideration of any 
nature whatsoever. 

Srpney H. Briss 

Ocrorer 6, 1953. 


STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
County of Dane, 88: 


Sidney H. Bliss, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is a sole 
trader, doing business as Beloit Broadcasting Co., permitee of WRBJ, Beloit, 
Wis., and that the facts stated in the foregoing petition are true of his own 
knowledge except as to such statements as are therein stated on information and 
belief and as to such statements, he believes them to be true 


Sipney H. Biss. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 6th day of October, 1953. 


EpwIn ConrRab, 
Notary Public 
My commission expires April 7, 1957 


MoNOcCACY BROADCASTING CO., 
Frederick, Md., May 15, 1954 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications. 
United States Senate, Washinaton, D. C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: This will acknowledge receipt of your letters April 6 
and May 6, 1954 

We are distressed to advise you that the president of our organization is seri- 
ously ill in Florida and, having been ill for some time, is unable to comply with 
your request 

As he was the only individual in our organization who handled all television 
matters and made the final decision to turn in our construction permit, he 
therefore is the only person who could answer the questions you outline. We 
do not feel that there is any other person in our group who is able to give you 
the information you request. 

We are extremely sorry not to be able to contribute to your most valuable 
hearings. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN W. Lona, 
General Manager. 


WMEYV, 
Varion, Va., May 14, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Porrer: Please pardon my delay in answering your letter of 
April 7 and I hope the following information will be helpful to you during the 
investigation on the status and development of UHF TV channels. 

We of the Mountain Empire Broadcasting Corp. returned our UHF construc- 
tion permit for a station to operate on channel 50 after a rather thorough and 
exhaustive investigation. Our problem was not one of financing the original 
construction since we are fortunate in having several stockholders who were 
financially able to build the proposed WMEV TY. 

Programing did not concern us too much, as the American Broadcasting Co. 
indicated that they would be willing to make our proposed TV station an 
affiliate. 
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Equipment was no bottleneck, as several manufacturers were most willing to 
sign contracts with promised delivery dates. I visited one of the equipment 
plants and saw every indication that equipment could be delivered to us. 

Keonomics of operation was the deciding factor. I made four trips to New 
York City and talked with advertising agencies regarding the potentiality of 
sales on our proposed UHF channel 50 TV station. I was told by almost every 
one I talked to that national advertisers were not at present buying spots 
and programs on UHF stations where there existed any VHF reception. The 
reason being a very practical one—lack of circulation. As we all know every 
TV set made so far will receive VHF signals. Conversion to UHF has been 
too costly. All channel sets have necessarily cost more money than a straight 
VHF set. 

We knew that to operate a TV station at the present time in Marion, Va., a town 
of 7,000 people, that about 90 percent of our sales would have to be national 
business (network and spot business). After our visits to New York we be- 
came convinced that at the present time our proposed TV station was not 
economically feasible. 

I believe that at a later time if all channel sets become the rule rather than 
the set with an extra price and when the price of transmitting equipment and 
accessories, such as tubes, come down to a reasonable price that TV stations 
ean and will be operated on a comparable basis to our present-day local AM 
stations, for I feel that with a reasonable cost of construction and a moderate 
cost of operation television advertising can be placed within the reach of our 
Main Street merchants just as today they are happily and successfully using local 
radio advertising. 

If I can be of any further assistance during your hearing please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roperrt C, WOLFENDEN, 
Vice President. 


KCNA, 
Tucson, Ariz., Vay 12, 1954 
Hon. CrArves FE. Porrer, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Drar CHAIRMAN Porter: As I have been out of town, your letter reaching me 
just today, it was necessary to dig deep in the pile to get you the information 
you desire. 

1. We did not have a UHF grant— it was VHF, channel 9. 

2. The information you received from the Commission that we turned our 
permit in was correct, and they also should have informed you that the reason 
was one of economics as outlined on our request for deletion. 

There is nothing that we can add at this time as our position is clearly 
stated. We did not choose to commit financial suicide after looking over the 
market and its potential in the face of TV grants; incidentally all of them are 
VHF for Tucson. 

However, there are some dillies allocated for UHF in Arizona in towns such 
as Ajo, Eloy, ete., which unless oil is found in Arizona, will always be a comfort 
stop on the road 

Personally, I don’t think the country will ever need UHF. Where is the 
money coming from to support all the proposed VHF stations? 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE SANDERS, 
Manager, Radio KCNA. 





WACE, REGIONAL BROADCASTING CO., 
Springfield, Mass., May 18, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES F. Porter, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: In response to your letter of May 6, please be advised that the 
following statement is in response to your questions regarding the channel 36 
grant which Regional TV Corp. has issued to Northampton, Mass., which was 
returned prior to actual construction. 
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After a careful study of the market, taking in consideration three factors, 
namely, VHF service to the area both current and projected, number of UHF 
stations already in the market, and the progress of said UHF stations, it was 
decided that there was not sufficient potential audiencewise or businesswise to 
support the grant 

A New Haven VHF station 60 miles to the south had serviced the market for 
4 or 5 years with excellent success signalwise. Two UHF stations had been 
on the air 6 months at the time our grant was turned back, giving us the oppor- 
tunity to observe UHF acceptance. We, therefore, felt that since the VHF 
station had the primary audience and, as a matter of fact, continues in that 
position; and since there were two UHF stations in the market having consider- 
able trouble businesswise and audiencewise as a result of the VHF station, 
plus the fact that there is in hearing at this time and projected at that time a 
possible grant of a channel 8 VHF station in Hartford (25 miles south of 
Springfield), there was, therefore, little chance of a network being available 
and slim chance of sufficient revenue to exist as the third UHF in a 300,000 
market with two powerful coveragewise stations on the edge, both able to serve 
the market with fine signals. 

These are the facts on Regional TV’s decision to give back the grant for 
channel 36 for Northampton, Mass. Northampton is 5 miles north of the metro- 
politan district of Springfield-Holyoke, Mass 

We shall be happy to supply any further facts you require. 

Cordially, 
RALPH J. ROBINSON, 
General Manager. 


WKMI, Sreere BROADCASTING CORPORATION, 
Kalamazoo, Mich., May 12, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES FP. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I recall receiving a what I thought was a form letter from you 
regarding the hearings coming up on the status of existing UHF-TV channels. 
Since WKMI voluntarily surrendered its construction permit for UHF channel 36 
last fall, I felt we could add very little to the full picture you are trying to build 
concerning UHF. I still feel that the UHF stations currently in operation are 
the only ones which can help the committee to any extent. 

As president of Steere Broadcasting Corp., I surrendered our UHF grant 
because I felt that a UHF station getting started in a market already being 
served by an established VHF-TV station would have a hard time. I am sorry 
that events which have transpired during the last 6 months in the UHF field 
have lent support to my opinion. 

You, as chairman, and the subcommittee have my best wishes in the work 
you are undertaking. 

Sincerely yours, 
Howarp D. Sreerr, 
President, 


CHRONICLE PUBLISHING Co., INC., 
Marion, Ind., April 15, 1594. 
Hon. CHARLES EB. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Your letter of the 6th reached me at a very busy time which 
accounts for the delay. There are several reasons why we finally concluded to 
return the construction permit for a UHF television channel. 

1, When we first made application, we were lead to believe that our signal 
would cover a 40-mile radius but we discovered according to the Commission 
formula that our coverage would be confined to a 20-mile radius. This coverage 
would not reach enough people to justify the venture. 

2. Our investigation disclosed that the large networks were not interested in 
UHF. The consensus of opinion seemed to be that if they could reach 85 percent 
of the United States buying segments with VHF, there is little reason for them 
to attempt to cultivate the other 15 percent through UHF. 

83. We have been operating an FM broadcasting station for the past several 
years, giving the people of this community within a 60-mile radius interesting 
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programs. However, this has been done at a loss. We have continued to provide 
this service for our people believing that FM high frequency would come into its 
own since the audio of television is in that spectrum. However, we have come 
to the conclusion that UHF is another FM deal. We are convinced that FM was 
killed by premeditated treatment on the part of the large stations. 

4. When we found ourselves in such a predicament with our FM station, we 
attempted to secure a 1400 kilocycle channel which became available to us 
as a result of financial failure of its owner in Kokomo 30 miles west of us. An 
existing station here, day time, also filed for that frequency. Despite all the 
facts regarding financial irresponsibility of the other station, the commission 
refused to give us the AM frequency so that we might be able to put our venture 
in the black. The predictions made before the Commission have come true. The 
antinewspaper complex which exists with the communications department also 
has a bearing on our decision. 

From the above you will notice that this company attempted to be a part of 
the new communications facilities in order to serve our people. There has not 
been a lack of finances nor availabilities of transmitting equipment nor too many 
stations serving this area. It looks to us that the urban territory on fringe 
VHF signals can only be served when the individuals in those communities 
provide themselves with high-powered receiving antennas. UHF like I'M pro- 
duces better reception. People tell us they listen to MM because it sounds better, 
and UHF will have a hard time, too. 

It occurs to me that the Commission should have recognized the value of FM 
in radio and to have gradually transferred the small AM stations to FM providing 
clear AM channels for long-distance coverages, 

I trust that this letter will help to correct some of the mistakes of the past. 

Yours very truly, 
GarDNER J. THOMAS, 
President. 


Orovis, N. Mex., May 10, 1594. 


Sen. Cuaries FE. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Potter: Your letter of April 7 directed to the Telepolitan Broad- 
casting Co., Star Route, Clovis, N. Mex., has just been turned to me for attention, 
and while I note that the hearings were scheduled for May 4, 5 and 6, I thought it 
might be of some value for the record to forward this on anyway. 

Under date of October 26, 1953, we wrote to the Secretary of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, an airmail letter setting out the reasons why the 
permit was being returned. For your convenience, I am enclosing a copy of that 
letter, and I believe it fully explains our position. If there is any other informa- 
tion you might require, it will be forthcoming upon your request. 

Respectfully yours, 
WESLEY QUINN. 


Crovis, N. Mex., October 26, 1953 
In re Application of Telepolitan Broadcasting Co., Clovis, N. Mex. ; 
File No, BPCT-1293 
SECRETARY, FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Str: In view of the fact that in the not too distant future the construction 
permit for the construction of Telepolitan station KNEH in Clovis, N. Mex. will 
run out, and the holders of that permit, Mr. Sam and Sid Pipkin, being in a 
quandary, as to what course to pursue, they have directed me as their attorney to 
write this letter asking the indulgence and consideration of the Commission to 
the problems with which they are faced due to the economic conditions in the 
Clovis area. 

We have for the past several years been in the middle of a drought condition, 
which has affected this whole trade territory. In the past our periods of time in 
which we have had a shortage of rainfall have been relatively short, and we could 
always anticipate that conditions would brighten after a year or two of such 
conditions, but this drought has held on so long and has affected so many phases 
of our economic life that at the present moment the investment of a sizable 
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amount of capital in television here does not appear to be feasible. At the time 
this application was filed a drought condition existed, but based on past experi- 
ence we had every reason to believe that the cycle was complete and the follow- 
ing year would put us back on a more normal basis. Such has not been the 
case, 

To locations in the industrial East or Midwest, or on the coast, the weather is 
not such an important factor as it is to us in the Southwest. Here, it is the all 
important basic factor with which we must constantly be concerned. The appli- 
cants did not go into this matter with the idea that large returns on their invest- 
ment would be immediately forthcoming, and were prepared to have a reasonable 
period of loss until the matter could be developed. Now, however, with condi- 
tions as they are, the applicants cannot foresee any sort of a return any time in 
the reasonable future, or at least for possibly 2 or 3, or even possibly 4 years. 
Ours is an economy based on cattle and crops and railroad employment. We 
know the Commission is well aware of what has happened to the price of cattle. 
When there are no crops to be shipped, it of course affects railroad employment 
and thus all three of our basic elements have suffered. 

If this was a permanent situation the applicants would at this time withdraw 
their application and not burden the Commission further with their problems. 
It is, however, far from a permanent condition, and in every sense of the word 
“temporary.” Your applicants are people who have helped pioneer this country 
and have great faith in it, and just as quickly as economic conditions adjust 
themselves and the matter is at all feasible they still want to proceed. Several 
conferences have been held with every medium of the dissemination of informa- 
tion and advertising, including the radio stations and newspapers in this area, 
and individuals and the applicants are convinced that if more time were allowed 
to them it would in no sense of the word be blocking the efforts of other possible 
applicants. As the Commission knows, there have been no other applicants for 
the other channel alloted to Clovis, and we feel certain that for the next year at 
least there will be no other application filed. 

We would be glad to have the opportunity to furnish the Commission with any 
forms of evidence that might be requested which would substantiate our position 
in this matter. We have approached this problem from every conceivable angle 
that we can think of and if the matter is pursued further there is a possibility that 
we would want to change the location from the one designated to the Hotel Clovis, 
which is a structure approximately ten stories high, which would enable us to use 
the hotel itself as a tower with all of the transmitting equipment on the top of the 
hotel and with offices in the hotel itself in the center of town. We might add 
that the Hotel Clovis has been most receptive to our overtures in this 
connection, 

If the Commission could see fit to allow us to extend the time for the construc- 
tion work for a year from this time, we feel sure that we will have a better grasp 
of the economic condition for the foreseeable future, and we feel that it would 
be in keeping with the policies and purposes of the Commission itself, inasmuch 
as we know that the Commission does not like to have a failure on the part of 
any applicant due to conditions over which the applicants have no control. After 
very much considered discussion we have decided that the submission of this 
letter setting out as fully as we felt the Commission would be interested was the 
only right and fair thing to do, and then if the Commission decided to cancel the 
application we would request that it be done without any prejudice toward the 
filing of a new application by the same parties at some future date. 

To repeat, the indulgence and consideration of the Commission to this letter is 
respectfully requested, and any additional information desired by the Commis- 
sion will be forthcoming immediately upon request. 

Respectfully yours, 


LEWISTOWN BROADCASTING Co., 
Lewistown, Pa., May 13, 1954. 
Mr. CHARLES BE. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittce on Communications, 
United States Senate, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, Washington, D. C. 
DeAR Str: In reply to your letter of May 6 we beg to advise that our company 
surrendered its construction permit to build a UHF television station on channel 
38 for the Lewistown, Pa., area for the following reasons: 


. 


ein 
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1. Analysis shows that the available market is not sufficient to support a tele- 
vision station under the present economics of the art. 

2. Because of the direct line of site coverage characteristics of UHF, no suit- 
able transmitter location could be found in this extremely mountainous section of 
the country from which an adequate signal could be delivered to the existing 
population. 

3. It is noted that there is a definite lack of acceptance of UHF on the part 
of the general public. 

If changed conditions in the future would indicate to us that operation of a 
television station for the Lewistown, Pa., area would be economically and tech- 
nically feasible, it will be our intent to install and operate such a station. 

Yours very truly, 
J. S. Woops, President. 


EnGiisH, GiLtson, BAKer & BOwLer, 
Erie, Pa., May 11, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES FE. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: This is in reply to your letter of April 6 and your 
further letter of May 6 directed to Mr. James B. Donovan, of Capital Television 
& Broadcasting Co. 

The Capital Television & Broadcasting Co. was a partnership composed of 
Mr. Donovan, Mr. McBrier, and myself, and I have been, in effect, the managing 
partner. Please accept this letter, therefore, as a reply on behalf of the whole 
partnership. 

The partnership received this construction permit shortly after the same 
individuals, plus others, received a permit for channe] 28 in Raleigh, N. C. We 
ordered equipment from Federal Telecommunications Laboratories for both 
permits, but we put first priority upon the Raleigh grant because no other CP 
had been granted in the Raleigh-Durham market. Due to equipment delays, 
we did not get on the air in Raleigh until the 12th of July 1953. 

In the meantime, in Baton Rouge, another permit holder got on the air and 
began a successful operation, and it became clear that still another permit would 
be granted to the newspaper interests in that city. We were, therefore, in 
Baton Rouge, in the position of being the third ranking station in the market, 
with CBS probably remaining with the present station and NBC going with the 
station affiliated with WJBO in Baton Rouge. We felt that Baton Rouge would 
be an excellent two-station market but would be a poor three-station market for 
the third station. The development of the situation made it clear to us that it 
would not be wise at this time to go forward with the permit, and we surrendered 
it to the commission. 

This surrender was not dictated by the fact that it was for a UHF channel, 
because the present channel 28 in Baton Rouge is, we understand, operating well 
and successfully, and the al] channel sets established by that station would be 
equally useful to a new UHF station. Our surrender of the CP would have 
taken place regardless of the channel, and was dictated by the economic size 
of the market, and the fact that we would inevitably have been the third station 
in that market. 

We feel, as evidenced by the fact that we are happy with channel 28 in Raleigh 
and some of us are interested in channel 35 in Erie, that there is no reason to 
believe that the higher channels cannot be just as economically sound as the 
lower channels in the proper market and with proper promotion. We believe, 
however, that manufacturers should certainly see that all sets can receive all 
channels so that there should be no disadvantage in operation between the higher 
channels and the lower channels, 

I hope this will be of some assistance to you. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOHN W. ENGLISH. 


ATLANTIC Crry, N. J., May 3, 1954. 
DeAR Frrenp: At this time, it appears that ultra-high-frequency television 
station WFPG-—TV cannot render a program and transmission service of pride 
to the viewers of southern New Jersey. Accordingly Neptune Broadcasting 
Corp. intends to apply to the Federal Communication Commission to authorize 
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temporary suspension of the operation of channel 46 in Atlantic City, N. J. 
effective May 17, 1954 

Radio station WF PG operation on 1450 kilocycles is uneffected. It will con- 
tinue without interruption and will present its full schedule of CBS, baseball 
and local programs 

Temporary discontinuance at this time of WFPG~—TV operations only will 
permit study of the results of technical and economic surveys of UHF being 
conducted throughout the Nation as to whether UHF provides a truly nation- 
wide competitive system to the original VHF television. This study will include 
the forthcoming hearings by the United States Senate Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. Sixty companies have surrendered UHF licenses. WFPG-TV will 
appear before the Senate Committee to report experiences as a member of the 
UHF industry coordinating committee. 

New Jersey received no allocation for educational or commercial television 
other than in the newer ultra-high-frequency band. WFPG-—TV was a first 
UHF station in the country in 1952 when in 51 days after FCC authorization, it 
began telecasting on channel 46. The loss of 33 half hours weekly of network 
and other peak programs has made it increasingly impossible for WFPG-TV to 
present a schedule of audience-preference programs. WEPG-TV received these 
program cancellations because superpower metropolitan market VHF stations 
60 miles from Atlantic City established a concept of coverage generally satisfy- 
ing television viewers. Therefore, extreme audience and economic loss compels 
suspension at this time becanse WFPG-TV cannot now render a service of 
pride to the south Jersey area for which it was planned, built, and dedicated. 

Most sincerely, 
NEPTUNE BROADCASTING CorP. 


SALINAS-MONTEREY TELEVISION Co., 
Monterey, Calif., April 15, 1954. 
Senator CHaries i. Porter, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator: It is a pleasure to respond to your letter of April 6 in which 
you inquire on behalf of your Subcommittee on Communications into the 
circumstances leading up to the turning in of the construction permit for UHF 
channel 28 held by this partnership in 1953 

My partner, Mr. Grant Wrathall, is writing you his own views on TV 
allocations, UHI, and possible reliefs, 

The main reason our permit was turned back was the considered belief that 
we would be committing economic suicide to try to start or operate a UHF 
station in present conditions dictated by FCC policies, attitude of networks 
and agencies, and technical problems 

The main problem, and the one which determined our action, was the demon- 
strated unwillingness of the networks to affiliate with any UHF station in an 
area where they had access to a VHF channel. Since programs are the lifeblood 
of any communications service, radio or TV, the denial of network service 
could only force an abnormal high program costs via film or local resources, and 
in a market which could not sustain such charges as are presently made for 
films, union talent, staff, ete 

In our case we had made a legal appeal by our partnership direct to the 
FCC to take cognizance of our plight, but they declined to act, stating they had 
no power granted to control network affiliation practices. 

I would like to review the details of our case, since some of the background 
facts may give you an idea of how these forces come into play, and what 
results are created, 

My partner and T are experienced radio owners, operators, and engineers. 
We applied for UHF in the Salinas-Monterey area with a full knowledge of the 
costs and technical problems involved. I have «pent over 27 years in radio 
operating business and the management of stations, including network outlets. 
Mr. Wrathal!l has been a consulting engineer and station owner for many years, 
Both of us are intimately acquainted with the present limitations of power on 
FCC by Federal law 

At the time of the application for KICU there were pending 2 applications 
for the only VHF channel (8) assigned to this area, which is about 100 miles 
south of San Franciseo, on the coast, and separated from any other potential 
TV station east or south by 100 or more miles. 


> aan hte 
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The 2 applicants for channel 8 were KSBW-Salinas and KMBY-Monterey. 
KSBW had a contract under which the San Francisco Chronicle, operating KRON 
(TV), channel 4, San Francisco, an NBC outlet, could buy 25 percent interest 
in any channel 8 grant. KMBY was owned by Bing Crosby, radio star with 
contractual commitments with CBS, and by Kenyon Brown of KWIFT-Wichita 
Falls, Tex., a leading member of the CBS network affiliates advisory committee. 
Thus, it is obvious that we were opposed for any network affiliation by interests 
closely allied through other connections with the two leading TV networks, NBC 
and CBS. 

These 2 applicants conceived and executed the idea of each applying for half 
time on channel &, and thus eliminating the conflict which the FCC would have 
had to decide. The FCC promptly granted their request, the first in the country, 
although it had been regarded that television stations had to use facilities full 
time. KICU promptly appealed on this point to the FCC and was denied any 
relief, or reopening of a more complete hearing to develop our contention such 
a grant was in effect furthering a control of both radio and TV in this area 
between two standard stations 

We pointed out to the FCC that the effect would be to monopolize the networks 
by virtue of the applicants’ connections, and the public and KICU would be 
deprived of any regular program service from the networks blocked out. The 
channel 8 proposal called for operating roughly 2 hours on CBS, then 2 hours 
on NBC, and so forth. 

Nevertheless, we went ahead to plan our station while the FCC considered 
our application, Contacts at networks were fruitless. It ranged from complete 
ignoring of our requests for discussion on the part of CBS, to evasion and delay 
and stalling on NBC, to a statement by Dumont that they would consider us later 
ifthe VHF affiliation didnot work out. 

The channel 8 applicants made statements in the area they would have all 4 
networks, and the damage to our prospects with advertisers was considerable. 

After considerable expense in litigation, trips to New York and Washington, 
and so forth, we felt the refusal of networks to tie in with this market on UHF 
was a killing blow, and we turned back our CP to the FCC, 

Today, channel 8 has a monopoly on all 4 networks. No network is being 
provided with full-time service on that area. 

The solution, as I personatly view it, lies in these points: 

(1) The FCC should be given authority to regulate network affiliations in 
any area, Networks should not be allowed to crowd in one major facility in 
an area, ignoring the inferior ones. This is no different than regulation of 
air routes by the CAA or railways by the ICC, or even the FCC disposition of 
technical facilities in any given area. 

In a market with more than 1 station, say 2, like Salinas, no station should 
be allowed to affiliate with more than 2 networks so long as another station is 
available, 

This is the only way you will force networks to use the available stations. 

The FCC should also be empowered to force the networks to service stations 
in areas which may not be as commercially profitable as the big cities. This is 
the same principle applying to telephone and power facilities into rural areas 
at the expense of city profits. 

(2) The ultimate conversion of all TV into the UHF channels, giving all 
VHF operators about 5 years to amortize their investments. This would equalize 
operating conditions, and eliminate the present “TV aristocracy” of VHF or big- 
city television. 

The same pattern is repeating itself in TV as happened in FM. FM was 
killed by the refusal of networks to program the new and technically superior 
means of transmission on new outlets, or even on some of their own stations. 
At the time of FM's advent NBC had the majority of the 50,000-watt AM stations 
in the country. They were top dog in facilities, with widest coverage, much 
superior to either CBS-ABC-MBS. 

The FCC-FM plan contemplated equal coverage of all FM stations in major 
markets, plus smaller areas. This would have removed the superiority of NBC, 
and competition thereafter on an FM system would have been fought out on 
program quality alone among all networks. Thanks to the machinations of 
NBC and RCA which extended, in my belief, down to the deliberate reluctance 
to provide efficient FM receivers in quantity, FM slowly died on the vine. RCA 
extracted millions of dollars in the sale.of FM transmitting equipment, while 
NBC did its hatchet work in the programing and sales end against FM. I 
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th thas mnple evidence and man witnesses who can bear out and prove 
theese poir } ld the committee ever wish to explore them 
(3) UH ha iT technical problema, but in my opinion these can be over 
come in tin I he wk of program supply will effectively kill present CHEF 
outlet 1 stop future one People will buy UHF conversions only for more 
or better pro UHEF can only provide these programs with more cirenlation 
of receiver j ' vhy the need for network service ao monte People will 
not be itiafied h 0-year old movies on UHF, or 4 hours of westerns every 
I I 
What is behir he networks attitude? In my opinion, it is traceable to several 
desire md ow it influence 
(a) TI fn it to sell VHF against UMS 
Che me j ould prefer a national yatem of few major market sta 
tior n lieu indredea of stoaller market \ few are ensier to control than 
mit 
if pt to preserve the huge arenas of service now claimed by big 
i Vill nd thus justil ‘ h charges for time being made on 
those fe i i blocking out any network service in the fringe arena 
listers ‘ jiged to tune in the distant big city VHF station, even with an 
inte 
\ ' ‘ rine thead 
LV emy nme building of network tations, set-manufacturing, 
pr iare going to get bigger unle the Government separates the 
j eme | h power on UHF, to equalize with VILE, is both impractical 
fr ‘ r operatil factors today and for the foreseeable future 
\ ' heen b tup wl hi oiling to be harmful to UHE for 
ye come b he network attitude on UHF affiliation No one knows what 
rue ne ! oes have been given out by network salesinen to the adver 
tisi t ile fhe network have been con picuou by their lack of support 
of Uli 
I ‘ hoy ur subcommittee can implement some suggested changes, 
1 feel t) KOC can ely administer the new power If strong, positive 
j ot take I predict that ULF will soon perish, and we will be in the 
gris fa VHF monopoly of few itions and few owners with the apparent 
evi { wh onceentruations of power 


I rewret L cannot be in Washington to appear in person, but you may use 
} I : y 


iny of th nformation as you wish, and I ill be glad to supplement or docu 
ment additional request \ copy of this letter is going to Senators Knowland 
and Kuchel and to Congressinan Younger of my home district, San Mateo. 


Ver truly, 
STeruen A, Cisten, Partner, 


lus Taora Anour THe SALINAS-MoONTERKY TELEVISION SITUATION 


liere ia a plain language statement from KICU owners on WHY, and also some 
Challenging Questions 


The action of the FCC in suspending the grant to channel 8 on a share-time 


ba i i inprise to everyone In the interests of fair play, we think the 
true situation should be explained to the public and dealers 

1) ‘Nhe | grant for television in the Salinas-Monterey area was for KICU, 
channel wd by the Salinas-Monterey Television Co,, a partnership of 
Grant KR. Wrathall and Stephen A, Cisle1 KICU is to be located on Krement 
Peul Construction plans have begun Some equipment is on hand. Some 
major iten ire not available until early fall. KICU hopes to be on the air in 
September 1953, Itis not held up in any way by the FCC action, 

') ‘The channel S&S grant was made on a share-time basis, One-half of the 
lime was to be operated by a Salinas station, KSBW, The other half by a 


Monterey station, KMBY 

Now KICU is not opposed to having competition, We think the people of this 
area are entitled to two TY stations. We are able and willing to meet competition 
onan fair and square basi 

The share-time grant was made by the FCO very suddenly. No notice was 
iven that such action was contemplated, nor was a full disclosure made of the 
ielual operating methods of the two former opponents on channel 8 who now 
merged their cose The grant was the first one of this type in the country. It 
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took advantage of an obscure legal technical loophole in the wording of the 
FOC rules, 
KICU filed a protest with the FCC on these ground 


(1) To grant one channel to two stattions is to create a monopoly fraught 
with dangerous possibilitic 

(2) The stations proposed to maintain separate studios in Salinas and 
Monterey This gives channel 8 aun unfair advantage over KICI n that all 
operating id equipment expenses are cut in half for each station It would 
enable them to undersell KICU rates at will 

(2) The tations propo ed to take NBC and CBS TV network service, alth« ugh 
neither one could handle the full-time service of either one network, The practi 
cal effect would be to deprive this area of many of the fine programs of both 
network which lie outside of the time-sharing schedule of each statior For 
instance, when KMBY was carrying CB what would happen to the NBC 


programs at the same time? 
KIC charae that this arrangement botth up the two dominant networks on 


on tation, and does not represent the best type of program service. 
(4) KSBW-TV will be owned in part by the San France o Chronicle who oper 
e the NBC-TY outlet, KRON The (hi hele furnishing most of the tunds 
for the construction of KSBW-TY, It is obvious that control of operating prac 
and programs will rest with the source of the mon pecially nce KSBW 
eople have to net il perience IV operating, while KRON doe Further, 
KRON will be in position to stop NBC-TV programs from bei if 1 KICT 
if that ition offers its facilities during the time KSBW-TY is not able to carry 
Nii Ist it common that KRON would prot { it child 
KMBY-TYV is being built with funds to be supplied by Bing Crosby and 
Georve Coleman Both are esteemed citizel M Crosby has business contra 
h the Ch etwork These contrac enabled him to get CBS network or 
KMEBY ome time ago The CBS networl under bligation to Mr. C1 by, 
ltl influence would very likely preclude any CBS-TY programs being aired 
er KICU when KMBY-TV was unable to carry CBS. WI hould the people 
of this area be forced to look only at the pr rams of one networ at the me 
while the other major network program is bottled up KICU charges this 
a in the manger” operatio not in the publi terest 
(G) What »>prevent the two stations KMBY-TV and KSBW-TY from agree 
to tuaintain the same rates, possibl ow enough to kill any compet I 
ppeo ey id to local advertisers, after competition was suppressed, now 
you must buy BOTIT TV statio or not get either one.” Or suppose they said, 
imu buy my KMBY radio station to get on KMBY-TV station hi 
called foreed combinatior It is an evil in the newspaper business in many citie 
though the Federal Government now i tepping in to stop it by court action 


lortunately, this newspaper combination does not exist in this area, and it should 
not be allowed to exist in television 

(7) The combination of the two stations on one channel means that they have 
wice the resources of a nele station It is in the judgment of KICU unfair 
competition, and our protest simply asked the FCC to review these practical 
operating problems, to investignte the restrictive covenants possible, and to insure 
that competition in TV in the Salinas-Monterey area was fair and square 

KICU will be happy to expedite any hearing the FC olds ¢ hi atiter In 
fact, we suggest to the channel 8 people that they clarify the way they intend 


' 
to operate, whether they propose to keep networks off rival television stations, 


ind why they did not have the courtesy to even answer the KICU proposal that 
all stations serve the area from the same antenna on Mt. Baldy’ 

Inquiry should also be made as to the origin of the local rumor started in 
Salinas recently following the channel 8 grant, that KICU would not be built. 


This damaging and false allegation was answered by TV distributors in letters 
to their dealers, and in a series of newspaper advertisements by distributors who 
were selling ULLF receivers very well until this incident. 

We suggest that to expedite TV service to this area on channel 8 a 
corporation be formed with a trustee group of reputable citizens of both Salinas 
ind’ Monterey, none of whom have any business or legal connection with the 
KMBY or KSBW owners, new stockholders, or employees. Let this trustee 





take title to the equipment already on hand, finish the construction, and operate 
th tation until the PCC determines the facts in th matter After suc! adjudi 
enation the continued commer: il operation wi cl be passed over to the ipproved 


FCC applicant 
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It is significant that the FCC has recalled several other share time permits of 
the same type. These permits are for other sections of the country, equally 
deserving of TV service as Salinas-Monterey. There must be a question in the 
mind of the FCC that this topic deserves a full exploration before allowing these 
strange creatures to go into operation. 

KICU places its faith in the FCC ability to search out the inherent evils of a 
share time operation, and to insist on certain needed safeguards for protection of 
public interest. 

We charge that John Cohan knew that channel 8 could not get on the air by 
the promised May 1 date. When was the equipment shipped from New Jersey? 
Has KSBW and KMBY settled the trouble with the IBEW union which could 
stop installation? See what has happened in Fresno where the equipment is on 
hand, yet the starting date had to be moved back from April to June! There 
is more to putting in a TV transmitter than installing a TV receiver. 

We deny the loose allegations of Cohan that the delay on channel 8 will cost 
dealers much money. Sets will continue to be sold now and later. No set will 
be useless or obsolete because of this delay on channel 8. Thousands of sets in 
Monterey County receive San Francisco channels 4, 5, and 7 every day now. 
This fall service will be coming from channels 28 and 8. 

KICU owners believe in Monterey County. We are investing thousands of 
dollars in television service. Is it not right that we ask fair play for the public 
and ourselves? KICU wants to be sure the public interest, necessity and con- 
venience will be served for a long, long time and not be the instrument of a self- 
styled “Mr. Television.” 

This may irritate some people for the moment, but the long range benefits of 
insuring equal competition between two TV stations in the area, will be with us 
all for a long, long time. 

The owners of KICU will be happy to answer any questions, or appear in any 
publie or private meeting place to discuss this situation openly and without bias. 

Meanwhile, KICU hopes to give you channel 28 service this fall. 

GRANT R. WRATHALL, 
Partner, Salinas, P. O. Box 2387. 

S. A. CISLER, 
Partner, Monterey, P. O. Box 1070. 


HERE IS THE EXACT COPY OF THE PROTEST FILED BY KICU WITH THE FCC 


Mr. T. J. Srowre, Secretary, 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: On behalf of 8S. A. Cisler, Jr., and Grant R. Wrathhall, d/b as 
Salinas-Monterey Television Co., permittee of UHF television station KICU, 
Salinas, Calif., (BPCT-1466), by 8S. A. Cisler, Jr., partner, protest is made in 
accerdance with the provisions of section 309 (c) of the Communications Act 
of 1934, as amended, to the action of the Commission of February 18, 1953, in 
granting without hearing the applications of Salinas Broadcasting Corp., Salinas, 
Calif., (BPCT—-1222), and the Monterey Radio-Television Co., Monterey, Calif., 
(BPCT-1225), for share-time operation on VHF channel 8 to serve the Salinas- 
Monterey area. (See Public Notice 87046, Report No, 2182, dated February 19, 
1953. ) 

In support of this protest the Commission is advised that my partner and I, 
identified above, received a grant for a construction permit to erect a new UHF 
television station in Salinas, Calif., by virtue of Commission action January 
14,1953. The station is in the process of construction. 

The records of the Commission will show that prior to February 18, 1953, there 
were two VHF applications, identified above, for one VHF channel to serve both 
cities, Monterey and Salinas. However, on the 11th of February an amendment 
was filed to both applications to share time of operation on VHF channel 8. 
Without giving members of the undersigned partnership an opportunity to study 
this matter, the Commission just 7 days later, on February 18, 1953, granted said 
applications without hearing. My partner and I are parties in interest as con- 
templated by Congress in section 309 (c) inasmuch as the proposed combination 
as granted by the Commission will result in unfair competition and an impossible 
situation as shown below in sales rates and availability of network programs. 





tees 
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The undersigned partners also protest on behalf of the public in the Salinas- 
Monterey area in that the combination as authorized by the Commission will 
result in two strong connections with the networks tying up network programs 
making it impossible for station KICU to obtain a source of programs to broad- 
cast to these communiites. 

The principles involved in the AM stations KSBW, Salinas, and KMBY, Mont- 
erey, are the same individuals involved in the two corporations which received 
the sharing-time grants mentioned above on February 18, 1953. KSBW of 
Salinas, is obtaining its funds through advances from the San Francisco Chron- 
icle. owners of KRON-TV, San Francisco, affiliate in that city with the NBC 
Television Network. Although the Chronicle is to hold a minority share in the 
KSBW company, the mere fact that it is a dominant source of finances can lead 
it to exert a controlling influence on that station’s policies and availability of 
NBC-TV programs in that area. 

KMBY of Monterey is obtaining its funds by advances from Bing Crosby 
and George Coleman. Mr. Crosby is very closely connected through entertain- 
ment contracts with CBS, and in addition, Mr. Kenyon Brown, president of the 
KMBY company, is a member of the CBS Affiliates Committee. 

The two companies have already announced through the press in the Salinas- 
Monterey area, and in meetings with the dealers, that it expects to have not 
only NBC and CBS programs, but also programs of the other two networks 
Dumont and ABC, Station KICU is faced with financing one complete station, 
whereas the two competing VHF companies, each with their own AM stations 
and each with their own studios and individual sales staff, are only required 
to build one transmitter and antenna plant. The undersigned partnership 
charges that this “share-time creature” is unfair and inequitable competition, the 
public itself will suffer through a jumble of network programs, Station KICU 
will have to be satisfied with whatever crumbs are left over, making it extremely 
difficult to serve the public as contemplated by Congress and it is strongly 
protested that the undersigned partners had no knowledge or information that 
a sharing-time arrangement for channel 8 would even be considered by the 
Commission. An examination of section 3.651 of the Commission’s rules per- 
taining to time of operation discloses that “all television broadcast: stations 
will be licensed for unlimited time operation.” The undersigned partners had 
a right to rely on the Commission's rules and it is charged that the Commission 
has not been fair with the industry nor with the protestants herein. 

In view of the foregoing, we respectfully request the Commission to recon- 
sider its action of February 18, 1953, in granting the above mentioned applica- 
tions without hearing, and to designate the same for hearing and to name the 
undersigned partners as parties respondent to such hearing to present not only 
the grievances of the partnership which are economic in nature, supported by 
the Sanders case, but also to prevent the grievous injustice to the public as 
the result of the action of the Commission of February 18, 1953, referred to 
above. In the event our wishes are granted we will be very happy to present 
our evidence at the hearing. 

The Commission in its releases has professed to have an interest in estab- 
lishing UHF television, and the Commission is well aware of the economic 
handicaps that all UHF permittees must overcome, and yet in this instance 
the Commission, without previous notice to the industry, has permitted the 
creation of a creature, the combination of two powerful companies with only 
one transmitting plant to effectively monopolize the economic support for tele- 
vision in the Salinas-Monterey area and also to monopolize the available net- 
work programs. The Commission is reminded that the undersigned partnership 
is not a “mere applicant” as referred to in its memorandum opinion and order 
released December 30, 1952, in the case of the Music Broadeasting Co. 'The 
undersigned is the permittee for a UHF television station that is expending 
every effort to bring television to the Salinas-Monterey area, and to make 
network programs available on a fairly competitive basis to this area. The 
action of the Commission places a serious obstacle in the path of the permittee 
to carry out its mandate set out by Congress that it must serve public interest, 
convenience or necessity. 


{8550—54—_—-8 
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I have this day mailed a copy of this letter to the Monterey Radio-Television 
Co., Monterey, Calif., and Salinas Broadcasting Corp., Salinas, Calif. 
Respectfully submitted. 
S. A. Cisier, Jr., and 
GRANT R. WRATHALL 
d. b. a. Sarinas-Monvrerey TELEVISION Co. 
$y S. A. Crster, Jr., Partner. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, a notary public, this 19th day of March, 
1953 
MAYA CLARE JAMES, 
Notary Public. 
My Commission expires September 22, 1956. 
(Notarial seal.) 


WGCM Broapcastine Co. 
Gulfport, Miss., April 20, 1954. 
Hion. CHARLES FE. PorTrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senaror Potrer: Thanks very much for your letter of April 6, in regard 
to our reason for giving up our UHF grant. 

Our only reason for not building the station was because we felt that the VHF 
station would not survive in this market. We watched the situation very care- 
fully, saw what was happening in other parts of the country, and we finally de- 
termined that it would not be good business to undertake the project. We went 
through the FM hysteria a few years back and did not wish to make the same 
mistake. 

It was most unfortunate that we did not have a VHF grant, and I believe it is 
unfortunate that the VHF channels could not have been spread over the country, 
with low powered, medium powered, and high powered stations. However, the 
Commission labored many hours over this and I’m sure they handled the matter 
in the only practical way. 

I still believe UHF will go in some markets, but I believe a majority of them 
will find it almost impossible to compete against the VHF stations, all of which 
are high powered stations equal to clear channel AM stations. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Huon O. Jones, General Manager. 


WASHINGTON 6, D. C., April 21, 1954. 
Hon. Cuarvtes E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: This is in response to your letter of April 6, 1954, to 
WIBM, Inc., requesting information concerning the reasons for the cancellation 
of its construction permit for a UHF television station to operate on channel 48 
in Jackson, Mich. 

WIBM, Inc., requested that its channel 48 construction permit be canceled 
because of economic difficulties attending a UHF operation in a community such 
as Jackson under existing circumstances. Between the time the application was 
filed and its cancellation, the tremendous economic difficulties which UHF op- 
erators would and were facing all over the country became apparent. Moreover, 
it appeared likely that the Commission would allocate a new VHF channel to 
Jackson or a community near Jackson. Such a channel would present a Jackson 
UHF operator with impossible competition. Preferring to apply for this VHF 
channel rather than to operate a UHF station—the Commission’s rules do not 
permit both—-WIBM, Inc., relinquished its construction permit. 

Respectfully yours, 
WIBM, Inc., 
By Harry M. PLorKrn, 
(rnold, Fortas & Porter (Its attorneys). 
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TRANS-AMERICAN TELEVISION CORP., 
Philadelphia 2, Pa., May 1, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E, Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Str: Please excuse this delay in answering your letter of April 6, 1954, 
but it has just come to my attention. 

Your jetter requested information about WCTV-TV, Flint, Mich., for the 
scheduled hearings for UHF—-TV. While we did have an initial delay because 
of unavailability of transmitter equipment, we decided not to complete con 
struction of WCTV because of an anticipated lack of advertising revenue. 
Neither of the two largest networks would give use basic affiliation, and national 
advertisers had an increasing reluctance to use a UHF station. To give any 
community a balanced program schedule the revenue would have to be larger 
than that which could be received from the local Flint advertisers. 

Only because of the benefit of “hindsight” it is felt that perhaps UHF could 
have been a success if the FCC had imposed an artificial freeze for a period of 
5 years on all VHF construction or power increases; at this time no solution 
seems ready to correct this problem. If you require any further details please 
let us know. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. RUBENSTONE, President. 





M. B. RupMAN, Or PRODUCER, 
Dallas, Tex., April 20, 1954. 
Hon, CHARLES E, Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittce on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: In answer to your inquiry of April 7, 1954, this is to advise 
that our UHF-TV construction permits were returned because of the .vast in 
crease in our business of exploring for and producing oil and gas. The increase 
necessitated the expenditure of extra large sums, as well as requiring that more 
time be devoted to our business. 

We certainly regret the surrender of the permits; but, under the circumstances, 
we feel we had no other alternative in the matter. May we take this opportunity 
to express our appreciation to you, as chairman, and to the entire Subcommittee 
on Communications of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
for the excellent cooperation and understanding which we received. 

Yours very truly, 
RAYMOND A. WILLIAMS, Jr., General Manager. 





KEPO, 
El Paso, Tew., May 3, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. PorrTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Portrer: It is correct that the Federal Communications Com- 
mission issued a television construction permit to KEPO, Ine., and that it was 
subsequently returned to the Commission by me. 

The grant was for channel 13, which as you know is VHF. We returned the 
grant for economic reasons, there being two VHF stations already on the air in 
El Paso. 

Sincerely yours, 
Miter C, Roperrson. 
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KUTA, 
UTAH BROADCASTING AND TELEVISION Co., 
Salt Lake City 1, Utah, April 23, 1954. 
Mr. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, United States Senate, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Porrer: This is an answer to yours of April 6 directed to the Idaho 
Broadcasting and Television Co., Boise, Idaho, of which I am president. 

We exchanged our Boise TV construction permit on VHF channel 9 for a 
VHF channel 6 construction permit. The channel 6 is assigned to Nampa, 
Idaho. We felt that since the city of Boise already had two television stations, 
that the third in this area should be more of a rural coverage Boise Valley sta- 
tion and thus chose Nampa, Idaho, the center of the valley and channel with a 
better coverage potential. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK C. CARMAN. 





SAN Francisco 4, CAuir., April 21, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
HONORABLE Sir: Your letter of April 6, 1954, about KAGR-TV construction per- 
mit release received. 
We wrote the Federal Communications Commission in our three-page letter 
of January 28, 1954, fully asking for extension of construction permit. 
The reasons mentioned in your letter do not apply in our case. 
Your interest in behalf of the public is appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN STEVENTON, 


THE PALLADIUM PUBLISHING Co. 
Benton Harbor, Mich., April 19, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: This will answer your recent letter touching on the 
survey of the Subcommittee on Communications of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee of problems dealing with UFH-TV channels and develop- 
ment. 

It is true that our company withdrew our application for a UHF license 
(channel 42). This action was taken after the FCC had acted favorably on our 
original application. 

However, we did not receive the formal permission until almost 90 days after 
it had been granted. This of course delayed any formal start on construction. 
When we did get the formal approval, we found that it required construction 
to start within 6 months from the date of the approval. 

In addition, the permit provided that no construction was to start until engi- 
neering data dealing with the height and use of the antenna, now serving our 
AM and FM station, had been submitted to the FCC. This of course required 
work by our Washington engineers and by the time this data was prepared by 
the engineers and ready for submission to FCC our 6 months’ time limit was 
about up 

Just about this time, too, the local authorities were proposing a city-suburban 
area ordinance dealing with the height of buildings and other structures with 
relation to the interference of local airport operations. 

We had previously run into this aeronautical problem, along in 1946-47 when 
we were building our WHFB radio station and tower. The local airport board 
twice objected to sites which we had selected and each time, at considerable ex- 
pense, we had to get out Washington engineers to hunt for a new site. Obviously, 
this was expensive. 

In the light of this experience we looked with some misgivings on what 
was contemplated in the proposed local ordinance, which has not yet been 
formulated and enacted. 
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Under the circumstances, after submitting our engineering data on the tower, 
and which was approved, we asked for a 6 months’ extension. 

To this the FCC replied that we had not made a suitable showing in starting 
construction, or contracting for it, but was willing to give us a further hearing. 

After many conferences with our Washington attorneys, Dow, Lohnes & Albert- 
son, we were advised to return the permit without prejudice until we could later 
come back when these various factors were better resolved. 

We are not complaining that the FCC was not according us the same con 
sideration as it did other applicants. In fact, in our 7-year operation of station 
WHFB-AM and FM our relations with the FCC have been, on the whole, very 
pleasant. 

Probably the Commission thought that we were “stalling” on the job. We 
were not; the delays we encountered were unavoidable and not of our making. 

What we think the FCC should do, with regard to the small, hometown UHF 
stations, is to take a more liberal attitude in allowing these applicants more time 
to mature their plans for construction, financing, ete. 

We spent nearly 2 years before we got our original TV permit investigating 
the situation. Our station manager and the company’s vice-president, devoted 
much time collecting data, investigating costs, procuring estimates and con- 
ferring with applicants who were about to file applications or were getting ready 
to broadcast 

In addition to this, we contacted the big networks and found them not inter- 
ested in a service hookup. Their position seemed to be that they were already 
covering this area, so why pay for circulation they already had. 

This might be explained, in part, by the fact that Benton Harbor and its sister 
city of St. Joseph lie but 60 miles east of Chicago. Four big network stations 
(VHF) boom in across the lake to us from Chicago: in addition, there’s 1 from 
Kalamazoo, 1 from Milwaukee, and 1 from Grand Rapids. The best reception, 
however, is from Chicago. 

Thus, first, this area does now have TV reception—and there is no great 
rush to give local people TV service; then, secondly, if we cannot obtain a net- 
work contract this reduces the home operation to a purely local TV operation. 

This itself can be financial murder for a purely local TV station, as any com- 
petent operator knows. Indeed, we were advised by competent counsel that 

e should expect to lose a minimum of $50,000 per year until the station could 
get a listening interest. 

As you know, UHF e¢alls for so-called converters on TV receivers and this in 
itself calls for costly promotion to induce listeners to invest. We found this 
out when we were promoting our FM service. 

We think FCC should consider these facts in connection with UHF appli- 
cants: the fact that so many permits have been returned we think indicates the 
need for greater consideration of those who, like ourselves, are willing to get 
into UHF-TV on a purely local basis. 

Not only from our experience in newspaper but also radio operation, we be- 
lieve there is a field for purely local TV stations in towns as small as ours. 

The possibilities of serving a local community with live news, pictures, and 
programs are potential, but it’s a 5- to 10-year task which will be terribly costly 
until the break-even point is reached. 

It should be remembered, too, that color is coming in and here, for the little 
fellow, is another factor of cost that will be heavy. In fact, not only is the initial 
investment heavy, but constant improvements, changes, ete., in the mechanical 
end of essential equipment faces up to the possibility that a major part of 
original investment may well be obsolete in a very short time. 

We are trying to point out the great difficulties for the small home-town 
TV operators and what we have encountered. We hope the committee may 
find something in this that will be helpful. 

Thank you for giving us this opportunity to be heard. 

Cordially yours, 
S. R. BANyYon. 
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KMON, 
THE MONTANA FARMER-STOCKMAN STATION, 
Great Falls, Mont., April 28, 1954. 
Hon. CuHaArtes E, Porrer, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C 


Dear Senator Potrer: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
April 7, 1954. 

In response to your inquiry as to the reasons for our relinquishing the con- 

truction permit for KMON~—TY, this is to advise that on December 7, 1953, we 
requested additional time within which to complete construction of the station, 
and advised the Federal Communications Commission as follows: 

“(1) Montana Farmer, Inc., has not been able to finalize plans with networks 
or affiliation. This has definite bearing on type of service to be rendered and 
economic stability of operation. 

“(2) Because the Great Falls area will already be served within the next 3 
months by another TV station, it is not incumbent to such a great degree upon 
KMON-~-TY to bring such service regardless of the efficiency of technical service, 
affiliation and adequacy of coverage. 


“(3) Appointments have been made with two networks to discuss further 
engineering in an effort to bring the best type of service to this area. At this 
date there seems to be a disparity of opinion regarding this factor. 

“(4) At a time when KFBB-TY is on the air (within the next 3 months), 
an adequate study of type of engineering can be made based upon their actual 
experience and further planning can be done with surety and fact. 

“(5) Several sites in lieu of the site specified here have been examined in an 
effort to bring the best type of coverage to this area. Thus far, alternate, high 
level, acceptable sites have either been not available or proven too high priced 
to fit into a reasonable economic pattern. 

“(6) For the reasons specified above, it has not been possible to make firm 
contracts for construction or equipment. However, Montana Farmer, Inc., 
stands ready to act with assurance of reasonable delivery dates when sites and 
engineering problems are solved.” 

On December 23, 1953, the Commission advised that on the basis of this show- 
ing it could not grant an extension of time to complete construction. On Janu- 
ary 21, 1954, we submitted to the Commission the following letter. 

“This answers your letter of December 23, 1953 to the Montana Farmer, Inc., 
advising of your unwillingness to grant our request for more time on our con 
struction permit for a TV station on channel 3 in Great Falls, Mont. 

“We feel we have been reasonably diligent. We feel, also, that to date we 
have been prevented from constructing by causes not under our control. We 
have, for us, made substantial and continuing investment of money, time and 
travel for consulting engineering services, site investigations, equipment studies, 
legal review, discussions with networks on affiliation, and studies of comparable 
television properties. 

“The newspapers and farm publications and radio station operated by com- 
panies affiliated with us in ownership have a long record of outstanding public 
ervice in this primary Montana area. We take some pride in this record. 

“Since you are unwilling to grant necessary time for completing these vital 
studies without which we cannot justify the major expenditures essential to a 
quality television operation, we respectfully request that our application be 
dismissed without prejudice. We request this so that we may be able at a later 
date to reapply.” 

Trusting that this answers your inquiry, I am, 

Cordially yours, 
Ropert H. WARNER, 
General Manager, Radio Station KMON. 
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WROV, ABC, MBS 
Roanoke, Va., April 19, 1954. 
Hon. Senator CHar.es E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Potter: We certainly appreciate the opportunity to bring 
to your attention and to the attention of the Sumcommittee on Communica- 
tions of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee the problems 
which were encountered Ly television station WROV-TV on UHF channel 27 
operated by Radio Roanoke, Inc, from February 15, 1953, to July 18, 1953. 

Since September of 1953 Radio Roanoke, Inc. has been engaged in a hearing 
before the FCC with the Times-World Corp. of Roanoke, Va., both seeking VHF 
channel 7 allocated to Roanoke, Va. 

A portion of the information exchanged is enclosed on seven mimeographed 
sheets which we feel adequately covers the subject of why the construction 
permit for UHF channel 27 was returned to the FCC by Radio Roanoke, Ine. 

I feel it appropriate to state here in answer to the last sentence in the second 
paragraph of your letter dated April 7 that at the time of the grant of the DHF 
channel 27 construction permit, the FCC found Radio Roanoke, Inc. to be legally, 
financially and technically qualified to construct and operate a television station 
and upon accepting for filing Radio Roanoke’s application for VHF channel 7, 
the FCC has again found Radio Roanoke, Inc. to be legally, financially and 
technically qualified to construct and operate VHF channel 7 in Roanoke, Va., as 
outlined in Radio Roanoke’s “McFarland letter.” 

For your information we are enclosing a copy of Broadcasting-Telecasting 
magazine's story titled, “What Happened in Roanoke?’ This, too, may be helpful 
to you in gathering information on the subject of UHF. 

If there is any other information that you feel that we may have that would 
be helpful to you, please permit us to assist you. 

Sincerely, 
Rapro Roanoxe, INc., 
FRANK E. Korueer,, 
General Manager. 


Facrors Wuicn Lep To TAKING WROV-TYV CHANNEL 27 Orr THE AIR 


The following is a summary of factors which led to taking WROV-TYV channel 
27 off the air: 

1. It was realized that there would be problems with UHF that would not be 
encountered with VHF; therefore, many precautions were taken and much effort 
expended to overcome the well-known difficulties in obtaining adequate distribu- 
tion of UHF receiving equipment, adequately installed and properly adjusted. 
After the expenditure of the time, the effort and money, a TV field test was made 
by the Phileo Corp. on April 23, 1953, using a 90 chassis Phileco TV set at various 
locations under varying conditions in the Roanoke area. A copy of the survey 
is in the files of WROV-TV. A study of the results of the survey showed that 
with excellent equipment, properly installed and properly operated by experts in 
the field of television, the results were generally poor and sufficiently conclusive 
that channel 27 operating in Roanoke, Va., was not competitive with the VHF 
channel 10 station then and now operating. The survey team agreed that the 
same test for VHF channel 10 and/or channel 7 would have shown and will show 
excellent results. The Philco survey substantiated by experts in the field the 
findings of the station with respect to reception problems. 

2. The following financial information is introduced only for the purpose of 
establishing an economic trend which is related to the technical noncompetitive- 
ness of UHF channel 27 and VHF channels 10 and 7 in Roanoke. 


March 1953 loss os ‘ . . $2, 228. 00 
April 1958 loss - - . 8,959.00 
May 1953 loss : ee z . 5,277.00 
June 1958 loss__- eamea “ euices. D> ae 
July 1953 loss - ae 6, 142. 00 


August 1953 loss wets same . Destined to be even greater 


As above mentioned it was felt that the trend had been somewhat established 
in the face of channel 10, NBC-CBS-Du Mont competition. It was observed that 
the future would also bring VHF channel 7 on the air in Roanoke and it was 
assumed that inasmuch as the CBS network preferred VHF channel 10 when 
THF channel 27 facilities were available that the CBS affiliation would go to 
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channel 7 resulting in a VHF channel 10 NBC affiliate and a VHF channel 7 CBS 
affiliate competing with a UHF channel 27, the shortcomings of UHF channel 27 
in Roanoke, Va., herein mentitoned notwithstanding. In consideration of the 
current and future competition it was impossible to perceive on what basis an 
increased number of UHI equipped sets could be expected. It was also impos- 
sible to perceive how after the meticulous following of manufacturers’ recom- 
mendations that reception could be improved much less equal VHI' reception. 
It was impossible to perceive how the economic loss trend could be reversed with 
the anticipated increase of VHF channel 7 competition. It was impossible to 
perceive how the better and best network programs could be attracted to WROV- 
LV UHF channel 27 with the admittedly preferred VHF service available or to 
” available on channels 10 and ultimately 7. It was impossible to perceive how 
the operation of WROV-TV on UHF channel 27 in Roanoke, Va., could be con- 
trued as in the public interest when after the additional expenditure of an esti 
mated quarter of a million dollars for UHF receiving equipment on the part of 
the general public reception was as limited and of such poor technical quality 
that viewership was as low as the following American Research Bureau surveys 
revealed. 

3. The American Research Bureau, Inc. of Washington, D. C. conducted two 
UHF-VHF surveys in Roanoke, Va. The results of the first sample 997 made 
in April 1953 is as follows: 


Television saturation: Percent of all homes__- i 34.9 
UHF saturation: 
Percent of all home ‘ ahi itt ois 16.0 


Percent of television homes nile cduicekasaab ee ime 1 oO 


Channels being received (a total of 4 different channels were available to homes 
in this area): 
Percent of TV homes 


Channel 10 . . . Ace irda nb coaraligalocsaatbggatess® ae 
Channel 27 6 sis = os eeinecel” See 
Channel 13__- : ; pee sci sacle Saenme cB ere ee 24 
Channel 2__- i sv dhteieata teddy eileen tate tees esas 0.6 


Channel viewed most: 
Percent of TV homes 


Channe! 10 ase ae st aaa on bEe 
eee” Gre cl ndtvbbectgch sasattsitne lsc deahe bath dhathnchdnihease 3.4 
The second sample 1004 was made in July 1953, and is as follows: 
Television saturation: Percent of all homes_.._..._.........-.......... 50.6 
UHF saturation: 
Percent of all homes___- Ce Be ee Se ihnatiedehencheed SO 


Percent of TV homes 7 ae See Te See) 
Channels being received (a total of 4 different channels were available to more 
than 1 percent of the TV homes in this area) : 

Percent of TV homes 
able to receive 

I Teal alls alle dining ee 

Channel 27, Roanoke 5 circa Tahaan atte i enitlates binned 72.0 

Others (Lynchburg, Greensboro) less than 20 percent 

(Lynchburg now 15.2 percent). 
Channel viewed most: 
Percent of TV homes 


Channel 10, Roanoke aie = a decides santo (a 
Channel 27, Roanoke sa iaicaeh aia ctciia asin abelieetiiaaiincess cn east aetaeaa an 1.2 
Others teil cians edeaannevorsibetareintee-antteieiaapesemimmstiahinien 4 
No choice a sedate tiie ayn encnlgnentetannitintnttmidiaednnataaee 2.5 


Consideration of the above three items necessitates the admission that it is 
more difficult to receive a UHF picture than a VHF picture; in some instances 
and under certain circumstances it is impossible to receive a UHF signal where 
a VHF signal is available. In many instances the UHF picture is very inferior 
to the VHF picture. Because of these factors networks and advertisers—na- 
tional, regional, and local—prefer VHF facilities to DHF facilities where avail- 
able, resulting in greater viewership on VHF of higher rated programs which 
results in less viewership on UHF due to lower rated programs. The complica- 
tion of receiving UHI pictures against the simplicity of receiving VHF pictures 
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also creates a preference for VHF. It can be assumed that because the public 
prefers VHF that the advertiser, the network, and the broadcaster prefers VHF. 
It is felt that in Roanoke, Va., it is more in the public interest to broadcast 
on VHF channel 7 than on UHF channel 27. 

After thorough consideration of the above, in June 1, 1953, Radio Roanoke 
refiled an application for VHF channel 7 and at the same time requested the 
Federal Communications Commission to waive its rule prohibiting a holder of a 
construction permit for one channel from filing for another channel in the same 
area. Not having received a response from the Federal Communications Com- 
mission with regard to this action, on July 14, Radio Roanoke refiled an unquali- 
fied application for VHF channel 7 and at the same time notified the Federal 
Communications Commission that after the close of business on Saturday, July 
18, that WROV-TV would not return on the air on channel 27 and that the 
channel 27 construction permit would be returned to the FCC. No response was 
received from the FCC with regard to this action. Consequently, WROV-TV 
UHF channel 27 left the air at the close of business on Saturday, July 18, 1953. 


Putco TV Fieip Test 
April 23, 1953—Field test was made on 90 chassis Phileo TV set for WROV, 
channel 27 
Residence of Mr. N. W. Kelly, 2489 Robin Hood Road, Garden City, Roanoke, Va. : 


| j 
Ground level (feet Microvolts Reception | Type of antenna 


10 280 | Ghost, bad Corner reflector 
AS 900 | Clear 

KE 1) | Clear, 85 percent Channel 27. 

45 F 650 | Clear 

35 650 do 


NOTE Chis information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 4 mile from the 
WROV-TYV transmitter site 


Residence of Mr. C. Edward Frazier, 2726 Cornwallis Avenue SW., Roanoke, Va. : 


Ground level (feet) M icrovolts Reception Type of antenna 
65 1, 504 Clear, 08 percent Corner reflector 
55 1, 100 Clear 
45 600 | Clear, 80 percent 
35 Ghost Channel! 27. 


Nott Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 1 mile from the 
WROV-TYV transmitter site. 


Residence of Mr. G. W. Sisler, Salem, Va.: 


Ground level (feet Microvolts Reception l'ype of antenna 
65 200 | Snow and ghost Channel 27 
} 110 do 
45 ‘ Very poor Corner reflector 
Nort Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 4 air miles f the 


WROV-TYV transmitter site 
Residence of Standard Esso Service Station, Troutville, Va.: 
Ground level (feet Microvolt Reception ype of antenna 


65 Poor 15 per t Corner reflector 


5 element Y i, channel 27 
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On hill over Troutville, 200 feet above Troutville: 


Ground feet M icrovolt Reception l'ype of antenna 
Ag 140 | Ghost 50 percent 
170 No ghost 455 percent Corner reflector 
200 now and ghost Channel 27 
Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 11 air miles 
\} ) iv tra ter le 


Ground level (feet Microvolt Reception ype of antenr 


I ‘ 


1.700 Clear Corner reflector, channel 27 


Grour evel (feet Microvolt R ption Type of antenna 
p 1 Corner reflector, channel 27 
Information added by Radio Roar e: This location is approximately 17 air mil 


WROV-TYV transmitter 


Residence of Mr, McNut, Garden City, Roanoke, Va., checking for channel 


Ground level (feet Microvolt Receptior Type of antenna 
f 140 | Poor Channel 10, 5 element Yagi. 
{ 210 | Snow and ghost Conical 
4 620 Snow and poor l0-element Yagi 

Note Chis location is approximately less than a mile from the WROV-T'V transmitter site 


Residence of Dr. Sibley, Shenandoah section: 


Ground level (feet) M icrovolts Reception Type of antenna 
6h 270 Clear 80 percent | Corner reflector 
480) Snow and lightly 
ghost 
45 270 | Slightly ghost Channel 27. 
u) 100 Ghost 50 percent 
Nore.—Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 2 miles from the WROV 


TV transmitter sits 


Residence of Mr. Nelson, 2928 Avenham Avenue SW., Roanoke, Va. : 


Ground level (feet M icrovolt Reception Type of antenna 
6,000 | Clear Corner reflector. 
1, 600 do Channel 27. 


' Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 1 mile from the WROV 


TV transmitter 


miles) 


3 from the 


from the 





10 only 


' 





—) 
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Residence of Mr. Brickey, 1871 Blenheim Avenue SW., Roanoke. Va 
Ground level (feet Microvolt Reception [ype of antenna 
¢ 6, 200 Corner reflector 
30 6, 000 Channel 27 
NoTE Information added by Radio Roanoke his location is approximately 2 miles from the 
VROV-TY transmitter site 
Elliston, Va., approximately 20 miles out: : 
Ground level (feet Microvolt Reception l'ype of antenna 
6 14 Snow and ghost Corner reflector, channel 27. 
} r} location i pprximatel 6 air-miles from the WROV-TYV transmitter sit 


{From Broadcasting-Telecasting, July 18, 1953] 
WHar HAPPENED IN ROANOKE? 


A UHF station’s candid announcement that it couldn’t meet VHF competition 
has provoked widespread doubts about UHF’s future. Here’s the report of 
a B-T editor who found out that what happened in Roanoke won’t necessarily 
happen elsewhere 

By J. Frank Beatty 


The eves of the television world are turned toward Roanoke, a thriving in- 
dustrial city in the Blue Ridge Mountains of western Virginia. 

This rather conservative but steadily growing market has developed into 
an electronic field laboratory where the merits of UHF versus VHF are on 
trial 

lo date the competition has been one-sided—so one-sided that the results have 
started comment all the way from Madison Avenue to Hollywood and Vine as 
timebuyers wonder if UHF is going to follow the pattern of FM. 

In brief, WROV-TV Roanoke has decided it simply can’t compete on UHF 
channel 27 with WSLS—TV’s VHF channel 10 service (B—T, June 29, July 6). 

What WROV-TY wants to do is get FCC to make an exception to the rules 
so the station can continue operating on channel 27 while it competes for a third 
channel available to Roanoke VHF channel 7. 

Contrary to a widespread impression, the Roanoke case has not demonstrated 
that UHEF is a weak or impotent service. Nothing of the sort has been shown. 

On the other hand, the Blue Ridge laboratory shows that UHF can deliver 
a good signal over the bottom of the Roanoke bowl 

It shows, however, that a UHF signal from a 2,000-foot point can’t climb 
4,000-foot mountains 10 or 12 miles away. 

It shows, too, that a UHI station hemmed in by mountains faces frightening 
odds in trying to compete against a VHF station sitting on a favorably located 
peak that permits coverage of good markets out to 100 miles or more. 

And it shows, finally, that people hesitate before spending extra money to tool 
up their homes for UHF when most of the popular network programs are on a 
Vik channel 

Things are rough in Roanoke for WROV-TY. Its income has been falling 
steadily. Expenses keep climbing. Every week the losses are getting heavier, 
and the stockholders are gravely concerned about their $250,000 investment. 








PROBLEM IS COMPLETI 


No single factor is responsible for WROV-TYV's troubles. Rather, the station 
can look to a combination of events and attitudes, 

In any case, the coveted channel 7 is still unassigned because there are two 
applicants WROV-TY asks for the right to make it a threesome, while still 
operating on channel 27 

The Roanoke case gets to the fundamentals of TV engineering and economics. 

’ 


Its impact already has become serious as snap judgments have been made on the 
basis of cursory examination of the facts. 
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Obviously the only way to find out what’s wrong in Roanoke is to make a first- 
hand study of the situation. 

Many questions are raised by WROV-TYV's expressed desire to get out of 
UHF and into VHF scarcely five months after the first test pattern was fanned 
out over the city 

is there something inherently wrong with UHF—in Roanoke, that is? 

Has WROV-TY given UHF a fair shake? 

Have dealers and distributors cooperated fully? If not, what’s to be done? 

Why can’t WROV-TV get more network programs when there’s only one 
other station in the city and connections are available? 

Is WROV-TY the victim of a “Madison Avenue complex’? 

Are TV receivers well engineered for UHF? 

Is the trouble due entirely to circumstances beyond WROV-TYV’s control’ or 
is it the fault of ownership or management? 

Would more power and/or a higher site do the trick? 

These questions, and others, can be matched against the story of Roanoke 
television since WROV decided back in February 1951 that it wanted to add 
'V to its successful local radio service. 

Pleased with their monthly financial statements, the half-dozen local business- 
men who had started WROV in 1946 decided they wanted to be the first to apply 
for a TV station in Roanoke. A channel 7 notice was filed despite the freeze. 

Later WSLS, regional Roanoke station operated by Shenandoah Life Insurance 
Co., applied for channel 10 as did Polan Industries, which had several TV projects 
in the works. Last summer, after the freeze, WDB. filed on channel 7 besides 
WROV. WODBJ is owned by Times-World Corp. and is Roanoke’s oldest radio 
station, a 5 kilowatt regional. 

At that point there were two applicants for channel 7 and two for channel 
10, but nobody had applied for UHF channel 27, the third commercial facility 
available to the city. 

WROV’s stockholders met one day in July, 1952 after they found WDBJ 
seeking the same channel 7 facility. They wanted to get into television as 
quickly as possible. After all, the FCC was encouraging use of the new TV 
band and the RCA Bridgeport, Conn., project was demonstrating that UHF 
really works. 


BRIDGEPORT-BOU ND 


The only sure way to get into television without long and costly hearings 
would be via channel 27, the stockholders decided. That evening Frank FE. 
Koehler, WROYV general manager, was Bridgeport-bound for a first-hand look at 
UHF service 

The new medium looked good, and WROV went into action. An RCA 1 kilo- 
watt UHF transmitter was ordered, ‘and please hurry.” . Next was the question 
to finding a site. The choice narrowed down to Mill Mountain, a colossal 750-foot 
hump stuck right in the south end of the city, and 4,000-foot Fort Lewis moun- 
tain, about a dozen miles to the southwest. 

Since UHF has strong line-of-sight traits and high-power transmitters were a 
year or more away, it was decided to use the Mill Mountain site. There the 
antenna could look right down into the living rooms of nearly every home in 
Roanoke. 

With the main policy decisions out of the way, WROV continued its studio 
experiments with an RCA TV camera it had owned nearly a year, still its only 
camera. 

It also twiddled its corporate thumbs for weeks and more weeks while await- 
ing delivery of the transmitter. Eventually it had to abandon all hope of being 
Roanoke’s first television station hecause WSLS had meantime been granted a 
channel 10 permit. Polan Industries had switched its channel 10 application to 
channel 7 after WROV’s selection of UHF channel 27, leaving the way open for 
WSLS 

The delay in getting a transmitter was a cruel blow to WROV-TYV. Last 
December 11 WSLS-—TY took the air on channel 10 from Poor Mountain, a lofty 
peak 4,000 above sea level and 3,000 feet above Roanoke itself. This peak is 
13 miles from the city. 

At that time Roanoke had a thousand or more TV sets, fed from $150—-$200 
stacked yagis and assorted dipoles that could catch WEFMY-TV Greensboro, 
N. C., 100 miles away and frequently WSAZ-TV Huntington, W. Va., or WTVR 
(TV) Richmond. 
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Even before WSLS-TYV was transmitting, local appliance stores were conduct 
ing campaigns to sell VHF sets. Local merchants were joined by fiery promoters 
whose gorgeous Claims and easy credit helped stimulate the demand for sets 
all this during the pre-Christmas season when TV sets move at their fastest, 
and on into the winter. 

Eventually WROV’s transmitter arrived. After a fortnight of testing, the 
station started program service March 3 

By that time WSLS was claiming over 40,000 sets in its service area—relatively 
few of them able to receive a UHF signal. WROV-TV had started promoting 
conversion during the winter and had conducted dealer-distributor educational 
campaigns. 

That was the situation last March. A heavy share of TV sets nearly all 
VHF-only, had been bought on time. To catch WROV-TY’s picture meant $30 
to $50 for an antenna or lead-in, plus $5 to $50 for a strip or converter ranging 
from one channel to the whole UHF band. 

(An educational campaign aimed at dealers and distributors was showing signs 
of results. Installation crews were learning the hard way that UHF presents 
special problems. Sometimes they threw up their hands and said they guessed 
there wasn’t a UHF signal anywhere on the roof. 


BOW TIES AND YAGIS 


Even so, bow ties and yagis started sprouting from Roanoke rooftops At the 
ame time, dealers began meeting some sales resistance. Having sunk $200 to 
$490 or so in a TV set, customers raised this point—why spend all the dough 
tooling up for UHF when all the NBC-TV and CBS-—-TV programs are on 
WSLS-TV? 

WROV-TV had ABC-TV service, picking it up from a 35-mile A. T. and T. 

‘rowave link. This added up to only a few hours a week. WSLS—TYV, on the 
other hand, started off the day with NBC’s Garroway and was possibly 80 to 90 
percent network right through to the 11 p.m. news. Nearly three-fourths of the 
network programs on WSLS-TY are NBC, the rest CBS. 

The WROV-TY program service starts at 5:30 p. m. with a religious series, 
noving along with local personalities to 6:30 when it has a western film. Local 
news and assorted local programs and film shows are carried to signoff, usually 
around 11 p.m. Like WSLS-TYV, it is limited to one rather small studio though 
WSLS-TV has two cameras plus a third in the Appalachian Power Co’s audi- 
torium 

At first the local merchants and services were buying plenty of WROV-TV 
time, enough to justify its backers’ hopes that life with television would be quite 
merry after the first few months. The conversions weren’t fast enongh to suit 
them, however, and they started comparing WROV-TV’s programs and coverage 
with those of WSLS-TYV. 

‘Then began real sponsor trouble. Local contract cancellations started to come 
in—polite, as a rule, but quite firm. New York timebuyers were courteously 
indifferent. 

The networks, too, were disinterested, aside from ABC-TV. The AM part of 
the WSLS setup had an NBC affiliation. Since WSLS-TV carried many more 
NBC-TV programs than CBS-TV, why couldn’t WROV-TV get the unused 
CBS-TV programs? “You answer it,” WROV-TYV officials say when the ques 
tion is posed, adding, “We've tried and tried.” 


NEAR 70 PERCENT SATURATION 


Since March WROV-TV has watched the number of UHF installations in 
crease steadily if not spectacularly. By May there were signs of nearly 50 
percent UHF saturation in Roanoke TV homes and the figure has been described 
as approaching 70 percent or even more. 

But that’s in Roanoke proper, with a population of 91,000 (28,000 families) 
in 1950. The Roanoke metropolitan area (Roanoke County) has nearly 140,000 
people, or 38,000 families. 

According to WROV-TY, it can slap a good signal into most of the populous 
parts of Roanoke County, with an estimated 19,000 homes having UHF equipment 

The station frankly says it is practically blind beyond 12 or 15 miles because 
Roanoke is nearly surrounded by mountain ranges that overtower its own 
1,750-foot Mill Mountain. The signal sneaks out through some valleys, but 
unfortunately many of the valleys have their openings turned away from Mill 
Mountain. Thus WROV-TY says it can’t do a good job in Rocky Mount, Bed 
ford or Troutville, for example. 
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CAN’T GET OVER 


WROV-TYV plants a 2,000 microvolt signal on Catawba Mountain 12 miles 
away, but simply can’t get over it to reach the other side. The signal averages 
2,000 microvolts in an S-mile radius, according to James W. Robertson, chief 
engineer. Though WROV-TY’s 21-slot antenna puts out a signal of 18 kilowatts, 
the FCC rates it at 9.77 kilowatts because of a 1 degree electrical tilt and 0.3 
degree mechanical tilt. 

Now take a look at the coverage story of WSLS-TV, with a 2 kilowatt RCA 
transmitter driving a high-gain antenna radiating a rated 262 kilowatt. 
WSLS-TV’'s antenna reaches 4.007 feet above sea level compared to 2,000.7 for 
WROV-TV. The WSLS mail map shows regular response from such cities as 
Bristol (125 miles), Richmond (140 miles), Lynchburg (45 miles), Bluefield (70 
miles), Henderson, N. C. (120 miles), Danville (60 miles), Beckley (80 miles), 
Winston-Salem (90 miles) and many other North Carolina cities. 

The WSLS-TV set count of 87,000 is said to include Bluefield, Lynchburg 
(which has its own WLVA-TYV), Martinsville, Danville, Radford, and Bedford. 
Its total market adds up to 396,000 families or 114 million people, according 
to WSLS-TV. 

WSLS-TV RATES UP 


Believing it really has 100,000 sets and anticipating a total of 300,000 sets in 
its area in the not too distant future, WSLS-TYV is in the process of revising 
its rate card upward. It plans a big radio—TV center. 

A vicious circle is thus apparent—vicious from the WROV-TV standpoint 
and a matter of sincere concern to its friendly competitor, WSLS—-TV, which 
wants to see Roanoke become a saturated, satisfied, and competitive television 
market. 

The vicious circle starts at the perimeter mountains whose forested slopes 
refuse to let channel 27 impulses pass on to the other side. That limits 
WROV-TV’s potential audience roughly to the 38,000 families in the metropolitan 
area of the country. The circle moves on as WROV-TV faces dealer resistance 
to the more severe installation problems and customer resistance to paying more 
for UHF receiving sets plus $30—$50 antennas. Lacking wide coverage, WROV- 
TV now has only 2 national accounts and 10 local accounts, at least 1 being 
a stockholder, 

CIRCLE CONTINUES 


The circle continues as advertisers sponsoring network shows fail to show 
interest in WROV-TV when they see the WSLS-TV market data. Since 
WROV-TYV Kas only a few ABC-TV network shows in its log, it can’t interest 
New York timebuyers in buying adjacencies because there aren’t any—or at 
least, only a few 

Now take a look at the WROV-TYV financial picture. 


FINANCIAL PICTURE 


In its first 3 months of operation, WROV-TV took in $15,569 (March $6,829, 
April $4,771, May $3,969). Its expenses totaled $27,045 (March $9,068, April 
$8,730, May $9,247). 

Just for the sake of argument, project the three-month figures to an annual 
basis. WROV-TV, then, would show income of $62,276, expenses of $108,180 
and loss of $45.896—assuming the last 9 months of the year were like the first 3. 

That’s enough to scare the financial wits out of the businessmen who have 
put up the funds to start this electronic operation. 

And just for the sake of another argument, take those projected figures and 
compare them to the estimated income, expenses and construction cost in the 
early application. 

This application carried the following item: Estimated operating cost for first 
year, $165,504. This is far above the $108,180 figure derived from a projection 
of WROV-TYV’s first 3 months. 

Then the application carried a second figure: Estimated revenue for first year, 
$160,000. The 12-month projection of the first 3 months’ income falls roughly 
$100,000 short of this figure. 

Enough to pucker any stockholder’s brow, especially when it is observed that 
the third month produced barely five-eighths the revenue taken in the first. 
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THE LOSS TREND 


But what really alarms WROV-TYV is the loss trend. March, the first month, 
was pretty good—$2,238 in the red. That wasn’t bad for a new electronic enter- 
prise. April, however, brought bad news in the form of a $3,959 deficit. 

And then came May, with a frightening $5,277 loss. That’s red ink at the rate 
of $63,224 a year, if the figure is multiplied by 12. 

Now, WROV-TYV admits, June was worse than May and July is more of the 
same, 

In its June 23 petition to FCC, WROV-TYV, asking that FCC rules be waived 
so it could continue operating on channel 27 while applying for channel 7, said: 
“* * * if the Commission will not waive the provisions of its temporary proc- 
essing procedure it (WROV-TYV) will relinquish its permit for Channel 27 in 
order that this application (Channel 7) may be received and processed.” 





WROV-—TV’S TROUBLES 


Citing WROV-TYV's troubles in an accompanying letter, Leo F. Henebry, station 
president, said the station believed half the sets in the immediate Roanoke area 
could tune channel 27. Since that time an independent survey has around seven 
out of every 10 sets can get the WROV-TY picture. 

Taking the most recent highest TV saturation figure for Roanoke, 1 out of 
every 2 homes, WROV-TV would appear to be reaching at least 13,300 homes in 
the immediate area. 

Like the other WROV-AM-TYV stockholders, Mr. Henebry is a businessman 
full of enthusiasm for the market and eager to provide it with a profitable tele- 
vision service. 

“My jewelry store in Roanoke has not been off radio a single day in a quarter- 
century,’ he told B—T, recalling he put time signals on WDBJ free when it took 
the air in 1924. “All of us are Roanoke businessmen. We are really interested 
in the stations. 

“We had accumulated about $100,000 from radio though we lost heavily 
when we started in 1946 as the original $75,000 ran up to $130,000. 

“We aren’t men who throw money away. Right now we have forgotten 
profits. We're fighting for existence. We have more than $250,000 invested. 
The networks aren’t sympathetic and people who strained to buy TV sets are 
thinking twice before spending $50 more to get UHF.” 

There’s the WROV-TYV problem. It shows that a UHF station in the rugged 
Roanoke terrain can’t compete with a VHF station with better coverage and 
network programs. After all, when WROV-TV was picking a site it didn’t 
dare take a chance on putting a costly UHF installation atop a mountain 10 or 
more miles away when 10 kilowatts UHF amplifiers were over a year away. 
It feared Roanoke coverage might be inadequate, choosing the safer Mill Moun- 
tain instead. 

WROV-TV showed business courage when it came out into the open with the 
facts of UHF service in Roanoke. It knew what Madison Avenue would say. 
It knew what Roanoke people would say. It knew the legend would be spread 
that “WROV-TYV has given up the ghost”’ whereas it merely was asking for the 
right to apply for Channel 7 frequency it had originally sought. 

Would high power solve the Roanoke UHF problem? Engineers aren’t giving 
a definite answer. Even with 100 kilowatts, the signal still would get bumped 
around and be blind to many areas. People would still have to buy expensive 
gadgets. There would still be the problem of competing with the WSLS-TV 
VHF signal and two-network service. 

Worst of all, channel 7 will be opened one of these months. 


A STEADY MARKET 


Roanoke is a steady, dynamic market, third in the State, and has high buying 
power. The town has adopted television as a medium—not spectacularly be- 
cause it leans toward the conservative side. People do a lot of viewing. The 
Times and World-News (WDBJ and applicant for channel 7) print complete 
logs of both local TV stations plus Richmond, Lynchburg, Huntington, and 
Greensboro TV stations. 

The WSLS-TV basic rate is $300 an hour. WROV-TYV has a national rate of 
$200 and local rate of $140. 

Obviously, in Roanoke the program’s the thing. WROV-TYV originally en- 
visioned 11 or 12 daily hours of top local programing, a policy that had been 
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responsible for its success as a local outlet in a market that had two regionals 
and has recently added a radio daytimer (WRIS). Such an array would re- 
quire vast sums of money. Live TV and remotes are costly. 

What would you do if you were sitting on channel 27 in Roanoke, competing 
with channel 10 and facing additional channel 7 service? 


WJON, THE GRANITE Crry BROADCASTING Co., 
St. Cloud, Minn., April 21, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PorrerR: In reply to your letter of April 6, 1954: 

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter that we wrote to William P. Massing, 
acting secretary of the Federal Communications Commission, on December 2, 
1953. This letter can best explain the reasons why we gave up channel 7 at 
St. Cloud, Minn. 

If perchance we can be of any further service, please write us. 

Yours very truly, 
Max H. LAVINE. 


DECEMBER 2, 1953. 
Mr. WILLIAM P. MASSING, 
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR Str: We are in receipt of your letter of November 24, 1953, inquiring as 
to the steps proposed to be taken to meet the recommendation of the Washington 
Airspace Subcommittee that the tower to be erected at the location specified in the 
application not exceed 1,449 feet above mean sea level. The limitation in tower 
height as indicated would not be desirable from our point of view because it 
would tend to decrease potential coverage and service to the public to a substan- 
tially greater degree than we believe feasible for such a proposed operation. 
Among other things, we had been giving consideration to the possibility of a 
higher tower at the present location but that would now seem to be eliminated by 
the action of the Washington Airspace Subcommittee. 

We do not believe that present conditions warrant the substantial expenditure 
for a different site with additional building costs. In addition, every effort has 
been made to obiain a network affiliation and none of the networks will agree to 
an affiliation of any character, except one which would be economically impossible 
for a station in St. Cloud to support. 

Because of the foregoing considerations, it is our present judgment that the 
outstanding authorization to construct a new TV station on channel 7 at St. Cloud 
be canceled in order to avoid any further requests for extensions of time to 
construct and should there be a change in the aforementioned conditions, we 
would expect to take steps looking to new authorization from the Commission, 
Therefore, we reluctantly request that the present permit be canceled. 

Very truly yours, 
GRANITE City BROADCASTING Co., 
By Max H. Lavine, President. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2d day of December, 1953. 


[SEAL] VIOLET LALONDE, 
Notary Public. 


ALEXANDRIA, LA., April 12, 1954. 
Hon. Cyartes E. Porter, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Str: I recently returned my construction permit for Channel 62 for 
Alexandria because I was convinced I would have been unable to operate it 
at a profit because I would have had to compete with a VHF station which has 
been granted a permit for local operation. It remains to be seen whether Alex- 


andria offers a large enough trade area for even a single station to be successful 
financially ; and certainly with two stations competing with each other, the UHF 
station would have very small chance for survival. 


Yours truly, 
3ARNET BREZNER. 
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WCHV, CHARISTTESVILLE, VA., 
April 12, 1954. 
Senator CnHARLEs E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srr: Your letter of April 7 has been turned over to me to answer, inas- 
much as I was closer to the television problem confronted by radio station WCHV 
than anyone else concerned. 

The reason WCHYV returned its construction permit to the FCC for a UHF 
station on Channel 64 was as follows: At the time WCHYV filed, only one station 
was readily receivable in Charlottesville, and its picture was considered poor 
in most areas. When our planning had progressed to a point where we were 
ready to order equipment and start transmission, three things happened almost 
simultaneously that made UHF, for this area, out of the question. They were 
(1) Station WLVA-TV came on the air on Channel 13 with maximum power, 
broadcasting CBS, ABC, and Du Mont programs; (2) Harrisonburg came on the 
air on Channel 38, broadcasting programs of all 4 networks; (3) WTVR, Rich 
mond, was granted use of maximum power, broadcasting NBC and kinescopes 
of the other 3 networks. 

In the Charlottesville area, there are approximately 17,000 television sets. 
With clear reception from three VHF stations offering the best in network pro 
duction, no way presented itself whereby we could encourage the conversion 
of those sets to UHF. No network was available to us, and a majority of the 
film programs available to us were being or had been shown on 1 of the 3 
stations listed above. 

Our engineers had advised us that coverage on Channel 64 in this mountainous 
section would be poor at best. This, along with the impossible situation outlined 
above, prompted us to turn in our construction permit on 64 and start seeking 
means of obtaining a VHF channel for this area. We are investigating this 
possibility at the present time. 

In the hope that this fully answers your inquiry, and hoping that you will 
call on us if you require additional information or testimony, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
RospeRT WALKER, Manager. 


Wuite’s Auto Srores, Inc.. 
Wichita Falls, Tez., April 13, 1954 
Hon. CHar_es E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porter: I have your letter of April 7, and the reason I surren 
dered my construction permit for a UHF broadcast station was because I was 
unable to obtain a network affiliation. 

As you probably know, the networks will not affiliate with a UHF station if 
there are VHF channels assigned to that particular market. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. Erte Waite. 


Tue LAKE Erte BroApcastine Co., 
Sandusky, Ohio, April 14, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
United States, Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Porter: I hope the following information will be helpful to your 
subcommittee during its investigation into the development and status of UHE 
television. 

The Lake Erie Broadcasting Co. returned its construction permit for the pri 
mary reason that thorough study led us to believe that television, especially UHF, 
was economically unfeasible in a city the size of Sandusky, located in a VHI 
saturated area as we are Because of the coverage, the four networks were not 
interested in affiliation with our proposed station even though special presenta 
tions were made in New York in an effort to secure an affiliation We were firmly 
convinced, after talking with various industry leaders, that TV is a losing propo 
sition without network affiliation. 


48550—54- 4 
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Ilowever, the basic problem in any advertising medium is circulation. In TV, 
this means sets capable of receiving UHF. Therefore, I believe that the entire 
situation could be solved if the manufacturers would produce only all-channel 
sets then, regardless of the engineering conditions (VHF or UHF) circulation 
would be assured. As it stands now, a UHF operator must not only face the 
same problems as a VHF operator, but must carry on a continual fight for set 
conversion. If every set manufactured had all-channel reception, then the TV 
fight for audience would be relegated to one of programming, as it should be, 
and not one of mechanics, 

May I add that I do not believe that our situation is a fair reflection of UHF 
television and 1 sincerely think our decision would have been the same regard- 
less a decision reached on an economic and programming basis rather than 
engineering. 

If there is any further information that I can supply to your committee, I will 
be more than happy to do so. 

Cordially, 
JAY WAGNER, 
President and General Manager. 


KRTV, Lirrite Rock TELECASTERS, INC., 
Little Rock, Ark., April 12, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washinaton, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Porter: In response to your letter of April 6 to Little Rock Tele- 
casters concerning the return of our permit to the Commission, we have for- 
warded your original letter to Mr. Kenyon Brown, KWFT-TV, Wichita Falls, 
Tex., who was president of Little Rock Telecasters at the time this action was 
taken. 

Yours very truly, 
JoHN H. FUGATE, 
Little Rock Manager—K ATV. 


WHREP, 
AMERICAN BROADCASTING Co., 
Hendersonville, N. C., April 14, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. Porrer, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: In order to give you a brief picture of our reasons for turning in 
our UHF TV permit, I shall list these in the order of importance in the making 
of our decision. 

(1) Failure to receive any encouragement from any network that they would 
at this time or in the future be interested in any type of affiliation with the 
proposed station. 

(2) The assignment of additional VHF channels to the area to be served and 
the granting of same which would make it almost impossible to obtain sufficient 
conversion of VHF sets to gain any reliable financial support from advertisers. 

(8) The poor showing of UHF stations in VHF markets and the subsequent 
turning in of UHF permits in the face of VHF competition. 

The writer, from a considerable study, does not feel that UHF and VHF are 
comparable and the situation is close akin to the situation that FM radio finds 
itself in. 

If the writer can supply any further information to your subcommittee, he 
will be happy to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. M. Mippteton, President. 
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Rapro STATION KGKL, 
San Angelo, Texr., April 13, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E, POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SenatoR Porter: This letter is in reply to yours dated April 7, 1954, 
regarding the hearings on UHF-TYV channels. 

Early in 1953 I purchased 100 percent of the stock of KGKL, Inc., a Texas 
corporation, licensee of Radio Station KGKL and permittee for a proposed tele- 
vision station on VHF channel 3 in San Angelo, Tex. 

At the time of my purchase, another group had been granted a television station 
construction permit on VHF channel 8 in San Angelo. 

KGKL, Inc., petitioned the Federal Communications Commission to cancel the 
channel 3 construction permit. This was necessary because, as sole owner of the 
company, I was not financially able to build and operate the television station 
It was not my desire at the time to seek financial assistance to build and operate 
a second television station in the San Angelo market. 

If I can furnish additional information, I shall be glad to do so. 

Sincerely, 
Lewis O. SEIBERT, 
Manager, Radio Station KGKL. 


Santa Fer, N. MEx., April 13, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES EB. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Potter: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 7th 
inst., requesting our reasons for returning to the FCC our construction permit 
for TV channel No. 2, call letters KTVK, Santa Fe, N. Mex. Briefly they are as 
follows: 

The cost of construction and putting a TV station into operation seemed to us 
prohibitive, and the investment was too big to operate at a loss for a period of 
several years. Then, it seemed an impossibility to affiliate our station with either 
of the major networks. We did not choose to take this risk. 

Then the FCC allowed KOB-TV and KGGM-TV, Albuquerque, N. Mex., to 
construct their transmitting tower atop the Sandia Mountain giving this ares 
two additional stations, namely channels 4 and 7. 

Our reasons can briefly be stated that economics and competition caused us to 
return our permit. 

Very truly yours, 
Greer & GREER, 
By NATHAN C, GREER. 





Emprre Corr Co., INc., 
New Rochelle, N. Y., April 15, 1954. 
Hon. Cartes E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Porter: We have received your letter of April 6th inquiring 
about our views relative to the major problems concerning UHF. 

In our opinion, the problem varies with each set of facts in the different 
markets, but the primary problem everywhere is the availability to a UHF station 
of network and other good programing. If satisfactory network programing 
is not available, people will not spend $50 or more to convert their sets, especially 
if there are 2 or 3 VHF services available, for the reception of which no conver- 
sion expenditure is necessary. 

A partial alternative to good network programing would be strong film, local 
live, and remote pickup features. These, however, involve heavy operating ex- 
penditures, and the process of getting conversion is likely to prove much slower. 
As a result, large losses might be sustained by a station for an indeterminate 
period of time. 

If networks or other strong broadcasters took over some of these UHF stations, 
I believe they could build them to success. 

Yours very cordially, 
HERBERT MAYER. 
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MILWAUKEE 3, Wis., April 12, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: In response to your letter of April 7, I am attaching 
hereto a copy of the petition for dismissal of our grant on UHF channel 31, 
addressed to the FCC. This outlines, in detail, our reasons for turning back the 
grant. 

I would like to add one further observation. You cannot, by legislation, force 
an advertiser to pry too much for his advertising. To attempt to do so would 
be a repudiation of our way of life. 

If an alvertiser has available a VHF station covering 600,000 homes and also 
has available, in the same market, a UHF station covering 200,000 homes; if, 
as is always the case, the cost per thousand reduces as the circulation increases ; 
that advertiser will buy the VHF station. 

By the same token, a network cannot be forced (or should not be forced) to 
affiliate with a station that technically offers fewer potential listeners because 
the network, too, if it is to survive, must offer advertisers the most economical 
purchase available 

I have seen no evidence to indicate that super-power in UHF is economically 
feasible or that it would make it possible for a UHF station to cover the same 
number of persons as a competing VHF at the same cost to the advertiser. Nor 
do I find good reason for expecting consumers to pay a premium for all-channel 
sets and special receiving antennas. 

Perhaps the fault lies in the basic FCC philosophy of mixing VHF and UHF 
stations in the same market. There may well be a technical reason for this 
but, from the basis on which your committee is investigating the matter, therein 
lies the harm 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME Siizi, General Manager. 


DECEMBER 1, 1953. 
Wa. P. MASSING, 
icting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. MAsstna: Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc., filed its application for 
construction permit for a commercial television station on UHF channel 31 on 
November 13, 1952. After considerable delay, the application was granted on 
August 19, 1953. At the time the application was filed there was only one 
television station on the air in Milwaukee: WTMJ-—TV on VHF channel No. 3. 
In the Commission’s Sixth Report and Order WI'MJ-—TV was ordered to move 
to VHF channel No. 4 and the only other commercial television channels allo- 
cated to Milwaukee were VHF channel No. 12 and UHF channels Nos. 19, 25, 
and 3 

Immediately after the Commission granted the application of Cream City 
Broadcasting Co., Inc., for construction permit on UHF channel 31, we under- 
took to take the necessary steps looking toward the construction and operation 
of the station. We paid General Electric a deposit on the UHF television equip- 
ment, including the UHF transmitter. We employed Adler Communications 
Laboratories of New Rochelle, N. Y., to do preliminary work in connection with 
our UHF installation. We undertook to find additional studio space and com- 
mercial lease negotiations for such space. We interviewed several potential 
key personnel for our UHF station and also negotiated with a number of pro- 
gram sources for film programs. We met with representatives of American 
Telephone & Telegraph Co., and Wisconsin Telephone Co. to discuss the avail- 
ability of leased lines and microwave facilities to be used for program origina- 
tions. Mr. Jerome Sill, our general manager and secretary-treasurer of the 
company went to New York and negotiated with ABC, CBS, and Du Mont looking 
toward an affiliation contract for our proposed UHF station and he also dis- 
cussed with several national sales representatives their availability to represent 
our proposed UHF station nationally. 

On October 8, 1953, the Commission released its proposal to allocate VHF 
channel 6 to Whitefish Bay in the Milwaukee area. We consulted with our 
communications attorney and our consulting engineer and were advised that 
from an engineering and legal point of view the proposal to allocate VHF 
channel 6 to Whitefish Bay appeared to be feasible. The addition of VHF chan- 
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nel 6 to the Milwaukee area has changed the entire situation and has caused 
us to reassess the television situation in Milwaukee. 

It was our purpose in filing our application originally to be in a position to 
render service to the greatest number of persons and we believed then that 
UHF would be an important factor because it appeared that there would be 
only two commercial VHF stations. It now appears that since there will be 
three commercial VHF stations that it will not be possible to carry out our 
original plans through the medium of UHF television. 

A UHF signal can be received by only a fraction of the persons who can 
receive a VHF signal, because of the physical limitations of UHF propagation 
and because of the economics involved in attempting to obtain superpower on 
UHF, even were superpower equipment now available from the equipment man 
ufacturers. Moreover, only a percentage of the families among the 500,000 who 
now view WTMJ-TV on VHF channel No. 4 could receive a WMIL-—TYV signal 
on UHF channel No. 31. 

Moreover, the addition of VHF channel No. 6 to the Milwaukee area will, in 
the opinion of WMIL-TV slow down considerably the conversion to UHF in 
Milwaukee. Conversion can be accomplished at considerable cost only through 
the purchase of converters or all-band receivers and special antennas. 

There are in excess of 850,000 radio homes within the half-millivolt contour of 
WMIL. We had hoped to serve through the medium of television as many of 
these persons as possible with TV. It is apparent that it is not possible to 
do this on UHF channel No. 31 but it is feasible and possible to do so with a 
VHF channel. For these reasons, Cream City Broadcasting Co., Ine., has de- 
cided to file an application for VHF channel No. 6 and requests that the Com- 
mission cancel its outstanding construction permit for UHF channel No. 31. 

Very truly yours, 
CREAM CITY BROADCASTING Co., INC 
JEROME Siu, General Manager. 


WVJS, 
April 14, 1954. 
Hon, CHARLES E, Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PoTTER: Thank you for your letter of inquiry concerning our 
relinquishing of a permit on UHF channet 14. 

i quote the following news story which was issued by WVJS on September 18, 
1953 : 

“In action upon WVJS’s (Owensboro On The Air, Inc.) petition, the Federal 
Communications Commission today entered a final order allocating VHF channel 9 
to Hatfield, Ind. Immediately following this action by the Commission, WVJS 
filed application with the FCC for a construction permit for a television station 
to be operated on channel 9 at Hatfield. In a simultaneous action, WVJS 
returned to the Federal Communications Commission, the construction permit 
for UHF channel 14 which it received on August 19 of this year. If no com 
peting application is filed on channel 9 which will throw WVJS into a hearing, 
it is expected that a construction permit can be granted at an early date and 
WVJS can begin construction of the new television station in the very near future. 

“In a departure from the television field, the Owensboro Publishing Co., 
publishers of the Owensboro Messenger and Inquirer, the principals of which 
operate radio station WOMI, withdrew its application for a television station 
on UHF channel 14 on August 18, 1953. 

“This action by the Owensboro Publishing Co. automatically caused the grant- 
ing of a construction permit on UHF channel 14 to Owensboro On The Air, Ine. 
(WVJS). Being determined to bring TV to Owensboro, WVJS did not relinquish 
its application or permit on UHF channel 14 until favorable action on channel 9 
Was assured. When the Federal Communications Commission today issued the 
final order allocating VHF channel 9 to Hatfield, WVJS then relinquished its 
construction permit on channel 14 in favor of obtaining channel 9 facilities, 
which it, WVJS was responsible for discovering, and along with the FCC, for 
obtaining for this locality. Of course, if another application is filed on top of 
the WVJS application, that will again antomatically create a necessity for a 
hearing before the FCC. This could prolong the bringing of television to the 


Owensboro vicinity indefinitely, 
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“Today's action by the FCC on WYV.JS’s petition was taken after many months 
f work by WVJS, its consulting engineers and attorneys, toward bringing tele 
vision to the Owensboro area. WVJS first filed for television permit on channel 
10 during February 1952, and subsequently amended to channel 14 during April 
1952, immediately after the new allocation table was adopted. Two months 
ater, on June 28, the Owensboro Publishing Co. filed for the same channel. 
This action by the Owensboro Publishing Co. prevented a grant to WVJS and 
mace comparative hearing mandatory under the Federal Communications Act. 
If there had been no conflict between these applications, the Commission could 
have made a grant nearly a year ago, during last September or October, when the 
city of Owensboro was reached under the Commission’s processing procedure 

“Immediately after discovery by WVJS that the action of the Owensboro Pub 
lishing Co. had thrown its channel 14 application into hearing status, WVJS 
instructed its engineering consultants in Washington to institute a search for 
another possible spot on the spectrnm wherein a television station could be 
placed locally It was realized by the operators of WVJS that under existing 
conditions and because of the heavy backlog of applications and hearings facing 
the FCC, that it would necessarily be a great length of time before the mutually 
exclusive applications could be resolved in a hearing. The search by WVJS’s 
Washington engineering staff, was rewarded by the discovery that VHF channel 9 
could feasibly be placed at Hatfield, Ind., approximately 10 miles northwest of 
Owensboro, On October 9, 1952, the Federal Communications Commission was 
petitioned by WVJS to allocate channel 9 to Hatfield, Ind. At that time, the 
FCC stated that action could not be taken until the expiration of the 1-year 


oO 


allocation rule, which ended on June 3, 1958. A new petition was filed by 
WVJS on June 3, and in a subsequent action, the FCC initiated rule-making 
proceedings looking toward the allocation of channel 9 to Hatfield. 


“The action taken by the FCC today brought to fruition the work of WVJS 
and its associates of these past many months in behalf of obtaining a VHF 
channel! for this area 

“WVJIS in its application for channel 9 asks for 221,000 watts effective 
radiated power visual and 118,000 watts aural.” 

The reasons VHF service is preferred by this corporation are: Lack of avail 
able sets in this area adjusted to receive UHF television and apparent lack of 
acceptance of UHF television by advertising agencies and television networks 

I hope this will give you sufficient information concerning our case. 

If you need further information from us, please call upon up and we'll be more 
than glad to supply it 

Sincerely, 
MALCOLM GREEP, 
Vice President and General Manager 


OLD DOMINION BROADCASTING CORP., 
Lynchburg, Va., April 20, 1954 
Mr. CHARLES FE, Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Porter: In reply to your letter of April 7 requesting information 
on our reasons for returning the UHF application, I will try to set forth the 
information you desire. The principal reason could be listed under the general 
classification of economics. Of course, there enters into the picture the lack of 
availability of equipment at the original time of the proposed building of the 
station. In other words, if the equipment had been available, the economic 
picture might have been different. Just about all of the reasons you set forth in 
your better could be taken into consideration. The fact that there is a VHF 
station competing in the market makes the position of the UHF less tenable in 
view of the experiences of other UHF stations in similar markets. 

I trust this information will satisfy your requirements and sincerely hope you 
will call on us for any further assistance we may offer. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES R. MAILLET, 
General Manager 
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Texas State Network, INC., 
Fort Worth 1, Tew., April 19, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PorTeR: In response to your letter of April 7 with respect to 
the relinquishment of a UHF—TV construction permit and requesting our reasons 
therefor, we submit the following information. 

On February 18, 1953, we were granted a construction permit to operate a TV 
station on UHF channel 20 at McAllen, Tex., which is one of the principal com 
munities in the lower Rio Grande Valley. At that time a Mexican station was 
operating on VHF channel 7 at Matamoros, across the border from Brownsville, 
Tex., also in the lower Rio Grande Valley. Our investigations indicated that 
there were somewhere between 12,000 and 20,000 television sets in the lower Rio 
Grande Valley at the time we were authorized our construction permit. 

We were aware of the conversion problem for UHF, however, it was our feeling 
that by instaling a maximum operation, both as to power and programing, per 
mitting wide area service to the valley, we would be able to meet this problem, 
provided we could get on the air before VHF channels 4 and 5, located in the 
valley, could get on the air. Before the application for reengineering of the 
proposed station could be granted by the Commission, the applicants on channel 4 
resolved their differences and a construction permit was authorized May 21, 1953, 
on channel 4 in Harlingen, Tex., also in the lower Rio Grande Valley. As a 
result, it was decided that channel 4 would probably be on the air before we could 
commence operations and that the set conversion problem would be even more 
difficult under these circumstances. Accordingly, we decided to relinquish our 
construction permit and dismiss our application for modification thereof. 

Respectfully yours, 
GENE L. CaGit 


KIT—VALLEY BROADCASTERS, 
Yakima, Wash., April 16, 1954 
Senator CHARLES BE. PoTrTer, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: In reply to your communication of April 7 relative to 
the KIT—TV UHF grant, I should like to submit the following information. 

In the early part of December 1952, I received two TV grants at practically 
the same time, KIT-TV, Yakima, Wash., a UHF assignment, and KMO-TYV, 
Tacoma, Wash., a VHF assignment. 

I started construction of the Tacoma grant as quickly as possible but was 
unable to proceed with the Yakima grant simultaneously because of limitation 
of manpower, etc. The operation of KMO-TYV convinced me that, without a basic 
or sound supplemental network affiliation whereby the station received compensa- 
tion, a station will have extreme difficulty in attempting to operate economically 
and profitably. 

A survey of the Yakima market indicated a maximum potential coverage of 
approximately 40,000 homes with one UHF station already on the air as of 
July 1953. The National Broadcasting Company submitted as their best affilia- 
tion offer a deal whereby KIT-TV must pay $2,800 per month for the micro- 
wave line costs and this payment to be credited with what commercia] programs 
were sold on the station at a rate of $150 per hour less their usual multiple 
discount structure. They did not guarantee a single commercial program nor 
any sustaining programs. This $2,800-per-month guaranty would buy a lot of 
films for programing, and I could not see where it was economically feasible to 
proceed on this basis. 

\ survey of the economic structure of Yakima further convinced me that local 
revenue alone could not support 3 radio stations and 2 television stations, and I, 
therefore, reluctantly requested the cancellation of my UHF grant. 

It is my firm conviction that the economic status of all television stations is 
controlled with a death grip by the major networks. In my opinion, there are 
ouly two types of television stations operating in the country today, namely, 
those which are making a great deal of profit and those which are losing money 
or at the best approximately breaking even. The networks do not see fit to 
make supplementary affiliations in secondary markets under which a station 
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might soundly operate. A classic example is Tacoma, a city whose metropolitan 
population is in excess of 300,000 according to sales management and is located 
approximately 30 miles from Seattle, and it does not have either a radio or 
television network affiliation except KTNT-TV. This latter, I understand, is 
on interim basis only until Seattle’s channel 7 has been definitely assigned. The 
hilly terrain in this area precludes adequate TV service from Seattle stations, 
which are limited to a maximum of 1,000 feet above sea level, and yet the net- 
works will not grant supplemental affiliation in Tacoma. 

I strongly urge in this investigation that the network effect upon the economic 
lifeblood of TV stations be thoroughly explored. In the Tacoma case, the 
Seattle affiliate has a rate of $800 per hour, and the KMO-TV rate is $400 and 
is gasping for business because of the inability to compete programwise with 
network stations. This will result inevitably in communities such as Tacoma 
eventually not having any direct TV service. 

Trusting this information may be helpful to you in your investigation, I am 

Very truly yours, 
Bit, 2¢., 
CarL E. HAYMOND, 
President. 





WEOK—M1n-Hupson BROADCASTERS, INC., 
Poughkeepsie, N. Y., April 16, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DrAR SENATOR PortTeR: In reply to your letter of April 7, regarding UHF-TV 
channel 21, the construction permit for which we finally returned to the Federal 
Communications Commission, wish to advise our reasons for doing so were as 
follows: 

1. Although Poughkeepsie is approximately 75 miles north of New York City, 
strong VHF signals from the various New York City stations reach this ares 
perhaps by reason of the open water up the Hudson River, plus a signal bounce 
from the Palisades, which puts an unusually good VHF signal in this vicinity. 
There is roughly a 70-percent VHF saturation of homes already in this area 
equipped to receive the New York City stations with antennas beamed to the 
top of the Empire State Building. Local residents are satisfied with the VHF 
reception they are now getting from New York City and judging from a general 
survey amongst potential UHF viewers the reaction unanimously indicated 
they would not consider the bother or expenditure to convert their present sets 
or antennas. This situation existed even before the New York City VHF stations 
increased their power. 

2. Preliminary discussions with several of the networks also indicated a lack 
of interest in giving us an affiliation due undoubtedly to the fact they too realized 
the situation described above. 

3. Since our area is located in very hilly terrain it was apparent we needed as 
strong a signal as possible and at the time of our interest in proceeding with our 
construction permit the manufacturers were not in production on sufficiently high 
powered transmitting equipment. 

4. Due also to the terrain it became a “must” that we have as high a trans- 
mitting site as possible. We were frustrated in our several attempts to estab- 
lish a suitable location by a series of rejections by the Civil Aeronautics Authori- 
ties, one of which came several months after an original approval. In summary, 
it seemed impractical at the time to rush into such a costly venture until the 
atmosphere cleared and at least some of the existing problems were straight- 
ened out. 

Sincerely yours, 


ARTHUR J. BARRY, 
President, Mid-Hudson Broadcasters, Ine. 








; 
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WATERTOWN DAILy TIMES, 
THE Brockway Co. 
Watertown, N, Y., April 17, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PorTreR: I have your letter of April 7, 1954, inquiring as to the 
reason why the Brockway Co, returned to the Commission its construction permit 
for UHF Station WWNY-TYV, Watertown, N. Y. 

In the television allocation proceeding our company requested the Federal 
Communications Commission to allocate a VHF channel to Watertown in order 
that we might render the widest possible coverage to the rural areas in Jefferson 
and surrounding counties of northern New York without other television service 
However, because of insufficient mileage separations, the Commission found it 
impossible to allocate a VHF frequency to Watertown and instead allocated UHF 
channel 48, for which we then applied and received a construction permit 

Subsequently, due to a change in Canadian VHF allocations, the Commission 
on its own motion proposed to allocate VHF channel 7 to Carthage, N. Y., a 
community located approximately 15 miles from Watertown in Jefferson County. 
The Brockway Co, supported this proposed allocation which was made final. 
Thereupon we filed an application for channel 7 in Carthage and upon its grant, 
returned for cancellation our WWNY-TV permit in order to avoid conflict 
with the rules prohibiting ownership by one group of two television stations 
serving substantially the same area. 

With the transmitter site of our channel 7 station WCNY-TYV located between 
Watertown and Carthage, we will be able to render primary service to both of 
these communities, as well as render a very good service to areas of northern 
New York without any other service. As you may know, on VHF it is possible 
to render wider coverage than of UHF and at less cost. 

I have enjoyed the manner in which you have conducted yourself and directed 
your interests on the Senate permanent committee on investigations. You have 
shown a commendable discernment with respect to fairness and breadth that 
attests to your experience and belief in the American system. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN B. JOHNSON, 
President and Treasurer, 





WFTM—Sranparp Toracco Co., INc., 
Maysville, Ky., April 15, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: Our reasons for returning the construction permit 
granted to the Blue Grass Television Co. by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission were as follows: 

1. The aversion of the general public to spend additional money to convert 
their sets to receive UHF. 

2. The inability to get firm commitments for network service. 

3. The inadequacy of the 5-kilowatt DHF transmitter. 

Along with the three major points as outlined above, there Were several minor 
facts that governed our decision to return our construction permit to the Federal 
Communications Commission. All things taken into consideration, it added up 
to be an unsound economical venture. 

Due to the facts outlined above, we have also asked the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission to dismiss the application of WFTM-TV without prejudice. 

Sincerely yours, 
BLUE GRASS TELEVISION Co., 
J. W. Berts, General Manager. 
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WTOB-TY, 
Winston-Salem, N. C., April 17, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, United States Senate, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Potrer: I have been away from the ‘office for several days 
and this is my first opportunity to reply to your letter directed to T. E. Allen & 
Sons, Inc., at Durham, N, C. 

I am answering this letter because our company owned 50 percent of the T. E. 
Allen & Sons, Inc., company and by mutual consent, we were charged with the 
responsibility of constructing and operating the station at Durham. 

We returned the permit for channel 46 at Durham, as indicated by the records 
at the FCC, and I will attempt to explain to you as briefly as possible why we took 
this action. 

As will be shown by the application we filed with the Commission and on the 
basis on which the grant was issued, we were certainly well financed and the 
permit was not returned because of lack of funds. 

Insofar as availability of equipment, we were assured by RCA they could 
deliver equipment to us by August or September of 1953. 

Basically, the permit was returned because we felt we could not obtain 
permanent network service. We were informed we could obtain the services of 
the top networks but that, as soon as the VHF channels were granted, we would 
in all probability lose this service. 

Another important factor in our decision was the experience of the opera- 
tion here at Winston-Salem where our station has been on the air since 
September 1953. 

Our experience here indicates a number of factors which make it extremely 
difficult for a UHF station to compete with a VHF station. Some of these are 
as follows: 

1. The converters and strips that are used to adapt existing sets to UHF 
channels are grossly inferior and in a vast number of instances are so unsatis- 
factory as to be useless. We receive hundreds of complaints from the American 
public who have gone out and purchased this equipment only to find that it is 
not satisfactory. 

2. In the sale of new receivers, the manufacturer charges a higher price which 
in turn is passed on to the consumer and the public becomes very reluctant to 
spend an additional $20 to $50 more in order to receive a single UHF station. 

3. Because of the inefficient converters and also the resistance to converting 
to the UHF channels we, of course, do not have the circulation or potential 
audience that the VHF stations have. As a result, the advertisers are reluctant 
to buy time on the UHF station. Surprising enough, this is not true here in 
our home town, where the advertiser is close to the situation and knows exactly 
what the station is doing. Here in our own market, we outsell the VHF station 
by a considerable margin. However, the national advertising agencies who 
place advertising dollars for nationally advertised products have apparently 
decided they will not buy UHF stations under any conditions. 

4. The RCA 1-kilowatt transmitter we are using does not supply the coverage 
we expected from it. As a result, the signal strength is so low both in our own 
city and within a few miles of our transmitter that, even with a converter that 
works satisfactorily, we do not have sufficient signal strength to provide a 
television picture. When we move out from our city for a distance of 20 to 25 
miles from the transmitter, our signal strength falls off so rapidly that it is 
absolutely unsatisfactory. We can in no way compete with the VHF signal. 
This is a situation we cannot correct because RCA does not have the equipment 
available. When the equipment does become available it is priced so high that 
it costs considerably more for a UHF station to operate with less power than it 
does a VHF station. 

In view of the factors listed above which we experienced in the Winston- 
Salem station, we concluded that the difficulty of undertaking a UHF station in 
the Durham market was overwhelming and we requested the Federal Com- 
munications Commission to cancel our construction permit. 

In addition to the permit at Durham, we also hold a construction permit for 
channel 29 at Richmond, Va., and it probably will be necessary for us to cancel 
that one also for the same reason. 

I hope this information will be helpful to you. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN G. JOHNSON, 
General Manager. 
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WTOB-TYV, 
Winston-Salem, N. C., April 17, 1950. 
Hon. CuarLes E, Porrer 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dean SENATOR Porrer: I have just returned to my office after an absence of 
several days and this is my first opportunity to thank you for the courtesies 
extended me on my recent visit. 

I thoroughly enjoyed my meeting and talk with both you and your counsel, 
Mr. Zapple. 

We called a meeting of more than 20 UHF stations in Washington on last 
Monday and over a period of some 18 hours, we thoroughly explored this UHF 
problem. 

We retained legal and engineering counsel to work with the stations in pre 
paring and coordinating a presentation for your committee hearing. We believe 
this is the sensible approach and will give your committee the full benefit of 
all the information and suggestions at our command. 

There is one factor I think should be particularly brought out during the 
hearing. This is the present survey being conducted by the Federal Communi 
cations Commission into the economic status of UHF stations. As outlined to 
vou and Mr. Zapple, the problem exists only in the mixed markets where UHF 
and VHF channels are in competition. 

We found at our meeting, there are some UHF stations in mixed markets which 
are presently faring reasonably well but, in each instance, the station was 
frank to admit that just as soon as the additional VHF channels assigned to 
their markets go on the air, the UHF station will automatically lose its network 
service, as well as most of its business. This means the Federal Communications 
Commission survey may be, to a certain extent, misleading because these pat 
ticular stations will show a healthy situation today but will probably be in 
desperate financial condition in the near future. I refer here specifically to such 
markets as Buffalo, New York, St. Louis (Belleville, lll.), and there are others 
which are in the same condition. 

I merely wanted to bring this out because I think the survey is based upon 
conditions as they exist now, whereas, these conditions will be considerably 
changed as soon as all the VHF stations have been granted and begin operation. 
To this extent, this survey may be misleading. 

Again, I wish to thank you for the courtesies extended to me on my recent 
visit with you. 

Sincerely, 
Joun G. JOHNSON, 
General Manager. 


GORDON ALLEN & ASSOCIATES, 
Salem, Oreg., April 14, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: Thanks a lot for your inquiry on the FCC’s handling of the 
UHF-TV problem. First let me say that these are the remarks of a young 
broadcaster of 34 who is a graduate engineer. 

In Oregon, the FCC’s channel assignments in the Willamette Valley were such 
as to preclude any UHF development in this area. There were 2 educational 
VHF’s assigned where one would have covered the valley and then the bulk 
of the assignments in the populated areas down the valley from Portland were 
all UHF’s with the exception of 1 VHF in Salem and Eugene and none in the 
Lebanon, Albany, Corvallis area (95,000 population). 

Under these conditions and with the high cost of UHF equipment, a conversion 
problem, and network’s hatred of UHF I see no possibility of a competitive TV 
situation in the Willamette Valley in Oregon. 

Che low-cost operation of local UHF or even VHF here in Salem is out of the 
question. I feel that the FCC’s proposed minimum of UHF transmitter power 
of 5 kilowatts so as to get the same coverage that a 4% kilowatt VHF transmitter 
would give is a perfect example that to make UHF work technically one has to 
have 10 times the power at twice the cost or more 

If the same FCC engineer that is recommending this had had the least bit of 
commercial sales experience on the street he would have known how stupidly 
impractical this proposal is. We would have te et 95 percent of our small 
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market TV revenue locally and yet the lowest cost equipment and best coverage 
is being denied to small markets where low cost operation is a must! 

I know of no small market VHF or UHF operation west of the Mississippi that 

pares with the same comparable investment in AM radio as far as a good 


b 1M venture is concerned. 
Part of the trouble is this “pie in the sky” attitude of the FCC. 
Now, as far as UHF in Eugene where I dropped my CP—with a VHF grant 


there to a consolidated group with a logger mainly picking up the tab, I felt 
that a broadcaster looking to go into a business venture could not possibly 
compete with conversion problem and without any type of network income. 

The powerful VHF station in Eugene gets to Salem (about 75 miles). My 

ttle VHE percolator would get about half way here and the dealers can’t sell 
all channel sets (Because of low profit margins in TV set they cut the cost 

selling the cheaper VHF set.) Portland also has a UHF conversion problem 
even tho it is a pioneer UHF area because of strip tuners and then Sackett’s 
second UHF station is still broadcasting to a primary VHF-set area. 1 am sure 
he'll tell you some of these same things 

So, as far as allocations go there is no possibility for TV competition here in the 
Willamette Valley 

The FCC's allocation of channels is a burden on small markets because in 
stead of permitting a fellow to go on the air with low-cost equipment built around 
the kernel of a low cost % kilowatt VHF transmitter they have put the premium 
on costly power and necessity for conversion of sets already manufactured 

Then, a rebuttal would be “well, if you haven’t the money don’t go into the 
TV business.” This doesn’t hold because it isn’t good business, unless one is 
in the field of broadcasting just to be broadcasting. Commercial broadcasting is 
a business and when a fair profit can’t be made then the business is impractical 

I maintain that UHF-—TV is impractical in Oregon for a number of reasons, 
one major reason being the allocation plan of the FCC allowing no chance for a 
low-cost competitive TV operation of let’s say 500 watts VHF in the three 
population centers of Salem, Lebanon-Albany-Corballis and Bugene-Springfield. 

High programing costs and network’s desire to reach only major markets are 
other factors The advertising dollar is sliced so thin that actually most retail 
accounts are relieved when they don’t have to consider buying TV. 

Under these conditions the 3-year freeze and the theoretical assignment of 
nationwide TV channels was just a pipedream of a group of engineers who 
obviously never sold a dollar’s worth of advertising time in their lives. And I 
speak from the standpoint of one who is an engineer himself. The freeze was a 
flasco and the allocation plan in Oregon worse. These are my feelings. 

Very truly yours, 
W. Gorpon ALLEN 


St. Lovis, Mo., April 20, 1954 
Senator CHARLES EB. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Porrer: Thank you for your letter of the 10th advising of the 
change of dates for the scheduled UHF hearings. I will definitely attend these 
hearings on the dates scheduled. 

It has only been a very short time since my recent visit with you. However, 
within that period 1 of the 3 UHF stations here (KACY) has gone off the air, and 
the examiner for the FCC has recommended approval of a VHF grant on channel 
4. This further jeopardizes the position of UHF in this market. Already the 
expectation of channel 4 coming on the air has lead the advertisers to im- 
mediately cancel shows and time on our station. 

Thank you ever so much for your kindness in writing me. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry TENENBAUM 
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ALLEN B. Du Mont Lanorarorties, INc., 
Clifton, N. J., April 14, 1954. 
Hon. Cuarves E. Porter, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Potter: In response to your letter of April 7 inquiring as to the 
reasons for our surrender of the construction permit for our Kansas City UHF 
station, we are pleased to forward the complete file of the material which we 
assembled in connection with the surrender. As you can see from that file, the 
reasons had a base in virtually all of the suggestions made in your letter, The 
file contains: 

(1) Copy of a letter to the Federal Communications Commission from Dr. 
Du Mont, announcing the decision to surrender. 

(2) Copy of a letter from Dr. Du Mont to al] television broadcasters. 

(3) Summary of reports (from our surveyors and staff) concerning KCTY, 
Kansas City. 

(4) Copy of a letter from Mr. Bergmann, director of our broadcasting divi- 
sion, to advertising agencies and advertisers. 

(5) Copy of a letter from Mr. Bergmann to Du Mont network affiliates. 

(6) Copy of a memorandum of information on the subject. 

I hope the information contained in this file will be of help to you and your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
KEETON ARNETT, 
General Assistant to the President. 


ALLEN B. Du Mont LABORATORIES, INC., 
Clifton, N.J., February 12, 1954. 
Subject: KCTY, Kansas City, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Hon. Rosel H. Hyde, Chairman.) 

GENTLEMEN: It is with reluctance that we must notify you of the intention to 
close our UHF Television Station KCTY in Kansas City. 

When upon short notice we took over the operation of this station from Empire 
Coil Co. at the end of 1953, we had hoped that the additional impetus of backing 
by Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., with its receiver manufacturing and 
distribution, its transmitter manufacturing both in VHF and UHF fields, and its 
extensive television broadcasting operations would provide a more favorable 
possibility of eventually creating a successful operation of this ultrahigh fre- 
quency station in Kansas City. We immediately set out to make a detailed survey 
of the entire situation in Kansas City. This survey reveals a very discourayving 
situation, perhaps peculiar to Kansas City, but nevertheless conclusive as to its 
indication that we must forego further effort toward continued operation of this 
station. 

In brief, operation of KCTY in Kansas City is an unsound business risk under 
the present circumstances. Our survey reveals the following pertinent factors: 

There exists very stiff competition from the three VHF channels 4, 5, and 9 
(dual operation) currently operating in Kansas City and the fourth VHF 
channel 2 in nearby St. Joseph, Mo. For successful competition the present 
technical facilities of KCTY would require extensive further capital investment 
to permit moving of the UHF station to the center of the area served and the 
equipping of facilities to permit extensive local program operations. 

An extended period of operation with its consequent costs would be required 
before there would be even a possibility of reaching a break-even point. Such 
interim operation would be required so as to encourage the expansion of adequate 
UHF receiving facilities into the majority of the homes in Kansas City. Pres 
ently only a token quantity of the homes are properly equipped with necessary 
outside antenna facilities to provide good quality UHF performance, 
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Only when extensive circulation has been achieved would there be the possibil- 
ity of advertiser support of an operation to a degree which would make the station 
profitable. These obstacles appear so severe a financial problem that we are 
forced to conclude that it is impractical to continue KCTY at this time in Kansas 
City. 

We feel, however, that UHF television operations can and probably will prove 
to be quite successful in certain other areas where a more favorable combination 
of circumstances can be anticipated. 

We contemplate that the programing will be terminated on or about February 
98, 1954 

Soon thereafter, we expect to relinquish the formal construction permit and 
special temporary authorization papers to the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, the specific form of tender to be contingent somewhat upon disposition plans 
for the station’s equipment which are currently being determined. 

Respectfully yours, 
AtLen B. Du Mont, President 


ALLEN B. Du Mont LAporatortes, INC., 
Clifton, N. J., February 12, 1954. 
To All Telerision Broadcasters: 

DerAR SIrn:; Sound business judgment forces us to the conclusion and decision 
that we should terminate television broadcast service to the Kansas City area 
from KCTY (channel 25) on February 28. 

As one associated with television broadcasting, you may be interested in the 
conditions surrounding our original acquisition of the station and the reasons 
governing our present decision to terminate operations. 

In the closing hours of 1953, it became apparent that KCTY was in a pre- 
earious position and was in imminent danger of being forced to close down. In 
the interest of maintaining DHF service in Kansas City while a complete survey 
of all of the factors contributing to the economic difficulties of the station could 
be completed, we seized this opportunity to study its problems at first hand. By 
doing so, we not only acquired knowledge and experience, but were able to ex- 
tend the period of service to the few in Kansas City who had equipped their 
sets to receive a UHF signal. 

During the time we have operated the station, we have conducted extensive 
and intensive studies of the local problem. These studies have embraced the 
fields of economics, civic characteristics, programing, television trade problems, 
competition, and propagation. We utilized the best-trained personnel and spe- 
cialists in each field which were at our command. 

The reports they made and our careful analyses add up to these conclusions: 

1. Nearly ali viewers of the Kansas City area, with nearly 400,000 VHF re- 
ceivers, are content with their choice of programs from three VHF stations 
which they are equipped to receive. 

2. Programs from all four networks (including Du Mont) are received in 
the Kansas City area on VHF receivers. 

3. Nearly all viewers, due to the aforementioned freedom of choice, are re- 
luctant to spend additional sums of money for equipment necessary to receive 
service from channel 25. 

4. Due to the transmitter location several miles outside of Kansas City, out- 
door antennas are required to receive the channel 25 signal in most of the service 
area. Resistance to the use of outdoor antennas appears to be more pronounced 
than in any other area of which we have knowledge. 

5. The VHF services which are available to local advertisers to reach large 
established audiences appear to be in excess of demand for their use. 

6. The operation of UHF broadcasting service in Kansas City faces problems 
of a local nature not common to all other markets, 

7. The opportunity for a fair return on money invested to overcome those 
problems is not present. 

As you can see, our action at KCTY is predicated on circumstances applicable 
to that area. 

We, at Du Mont, will continue our development, design, and production of 
transmitting equipment for television broadcast stations throughout the tele 
vision band. We believe the ultimate goal of nationwide television service can 
be obtained successfully only through VHF and UHF. 
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We are providing you with a summary of reports our personnel made, as a 
means of highlighting the abnormal situation in Kansas City and to offer in- 
formation and conclusions which may be helpful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN B. Du Mont, President 


SuMMARY OF REpoRTS CONCERNING KOTY, KANSAS CITY 


l. Technical considerations 

(1) Transmitting equipment: KCTY operates with an ERP of 20 kilowatts, 
the three local VHF stations with ERP’s ranging from 30 kilowatts to 100 kilo- 
watts. A fourth VHF station located at St. Joseph operates with an ERP of 
2 kilowatts. 

(2) Transmitter location: KCTY transmits from a location approximately 10 
miles southwest of the center of Kansas City. The three local VHF stations 
transmit from locations very close to the center of the city. 

(3) Receiving equipment: Not more than 7 percent of the Kansas City popu- 
lation is equipped to receive a satisfactory signal from KCTY, whereas 78 per 
cent of the population is equipped to receive satisfactory signals from the three 
VHF stations 

(4) Nature of the service area: The rolling nature of the terrain in the area 
further discriminates against the reception of satisfactory UHF signals, com- 
pared to VHF reception 

(5) Aversion to outdoor antennas: Since the inception of television in Kansas 
City in 1949, a very strong local anti-outdoor-antenna campaign has been in 
effect. This campaign has been more detrimental to UHF than VHF because 
the UHF field is considerably weaker than the VHF field. 

(6) UHF signal strength: The survey group found through measurements 
that adequate signal strength exists over substantially the entire metropolitan 
area of Kansas City to permit satisfactory reception of KCTY providing good 
UHF installation practices, including an outdoor antenna, are employed. 

Il. Economic considerations 

(1) Competitive VHF stations: There are 3 VHF stations operating in Kansas 
City, plus a fourth VHF station in St. Joseph, less than 50 miles distant, all 4 
providing service to Kansas City. 

(2) UHF conversion problem: It has proven very difficult to convince the 
television viewer that he should make a conversion investment of from $50 
to $100 merely to receive a fifth television channel. As noted above, after 8 
months of operation, only 9 percent of the television owners have seen fit to 
make the conversion. 

(3) Programing: The 4 VHF stations carry most principal programs of 
the 4 major networks. Hence, except for locally-originated programs, KCTY 
could only duplicate some of the programs already available. 

(4) Station revenue: Due to the very limited audience, it has proven ex- 
tremely difficult to persuade advertisers, either locally or nationally, to utilize 
the facilities of KCTY. 

In evaluating the size of the investment required to make KCTY competitive 
in all phases of its operation, against the probable ultimate earning capacity of 
the station, it can only be concluded that such an investment is economically 
unsound. 

It should be emphasized that the items listed above are peculiar to, and apply 
specifically to, the Kansas City market. As is well known, UHF broadcasting is 
operating very successfully in many parts of the country, where conditions are 
more favorable. 

We, at DuMont, are firmly convinced of the long-term need and the ultimate 
success of UHF broadcasting. We are backing this conviction with the resources 
of all the divisions of the laboratories, including research, manufacturing, and 
broadcasting. 
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LETTER TO ADVERTISING AGENCIES AND ADVERTISERS FroM Trp BERGMANN 


Personalized letter printed on Du Mont television network stationery 


FEBRUARY 13, 1954. 
Dear 
Perhaps you missed the announcement, issued back in the Christmas holidays, 
f Iu Mont’s purchase of Station KCTY in Kansas City. I certainly can’t 
expect that you will remain long unaware of our decision to suspend that opera- 
tion on February 28. It was my feeling that you as a buyer of advertising are 
entitled to all the facts leading to that decision. 

We took over in Kansas City on the very eve of a scheduled surrender of its 
license, to avert, if possible, loss of service to our network clients already using 
the station, a lessened availability of programing to viewers in that area and the 
possibility of inferences being drawn—however mistakenly—of a failure charge- 
able to the shortcomings peculiar to the ultrahigh frequency bands. 

In the 6 weeks since that time, we have invested many man-hours of study 
and thousands of dollars in surveys. We have analyzed advertising support 
at both network and local levels, listening habits in the whole Kansas City area, 
the competitive situation and the public attitude 

We are now convinced that neither the viewers interest nor the future of 
UHF would be served by perpetuating, under the spotlight of publicity, an opera- 
tion which through a combination of conditions applicable only to this market and 
situation cannot be justified as either investment or public service. 

Chief among those obstacles are a low rate of set conversion and the public’s 
reluctance, under pressure of a civic campaign, to mount outdoor antennas 
capable of delivering a channel 25 signal to the great majority of homes. The 
availability of ample television programing from three existing VHF channels 
within the market and a fourth with substantial penetration from nearby St. 
Joseph, assures both Du Mont advertisers and the viewing public of adequate 
continuing service in this important area. 

The lu Mont position with respect to UHF remains unchanged, and is in no 
way involved in our decision, It is our continuing belief that United States 
television cannot furnish advertisers and set owners a truly national and com- 
petitive service without the utilization of the ultrahigh frequency. 

We hope by our action in Kansas City to help, rather than hinder, this vitally 
important development. 

Sincerely, 
TED BERGMANN. 


LetTer TO Du Mont AFFILIATES From TED BERGMANN 
Personalized letter printed on Du Mont television network stationery 


FEBRUARY 13, 1954. 
Dear - -' 

You have probably read in the trade press the announcement that Du Mont 
is ending its operation of KCTY in Kansas City, and surrendering the CP and 
STA for the station, effective February 28. We believe, as a Du Mont affiliate, 
you are entitled to an explanation of our action in this situation. 

We took over KCTY on the very eve of a scheduled surrender of its license, 
on literally less than 48 hours’ notice. We did this to avert a precipated loss 
of service to our clients using the station, to prevent a lessening of programing 
service to viewers in that area, and to prevent any inferences being drawn, how- 
ever mistakenly, of failure chargeable to any alleged shortcomings of UHF. 

In the six weeks since that time, we have invested many man-hours of study 
and thousands of dollars in surveys. We have analyzed advertising support 
at both network and local levels, listening habits in the whole Kansas City 
area, the competitive situation and the public attitude. 

As a result of these studies, we are now convinced that neither the viewer 
interest nor the future of UHF will be served by perpetuating a situation 
which, due to a combination of conditions peculiar to this market, cannot be 
justified either as an investment or as a public service. 

Chief among these obstacles are a low rate of set conversion and the public’s 
reluctance, under pressure of a civic campaign, to mount outdoor antennas 
capable of delivering a satisfactory signal. To overcome this obstacle would 
entail moving the present channel 25 transmitter to a completely new location, 
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with greatly increased power, and with proportionately great additional in 
vestments. From a sound business viewpoint, taking into consideration the 
three TV services which now exist locally and the one additional service which 
has substantial penetration from nearby St. Joseph, such additional major 
expenditures to bring KCTY up into a competitive position just could not be 
justified. 

The Du Mont position with respect to UHF remains unchanged and is in 
no way involved in our decision. It is our continuing belief that United States 
television cannot furnish advertisers and set owners a truly national and com- 
petitive service without the utilization of the ultrahigh frequencies. 

We hope by our action in Kansas City to help, rather than hinder, this vitally 
important development. 

Sincerely : 
Trep BERGMANN. 


MEMORANDUM OF INFORMATION 
TELEVISION STATION KCTY, CHANNEL 25, Kansas Crry, Mo. 


On December 31, 1953, Allen B. DuMont Laboratories, Inc., purchased television 
station KCTY, channel 25, a UHF station, in Kansas City, Mo., from the Empire 
Coil Co. 

HISTORY OF KCTY 


Television station KCTY has been on the air since June of 1953. The owner 
was the Empire Coil Co., operator of the first commercial UHF station, in Port- 
land, Oreg. When KCTY made its debut, there was but one other station oper- 
ating in Kansas City, prefreeze WDAF-—TV, channel 4. At the time the station 
began operations, it appeared there would be no other television station com- 
petition in Kansas City, for some time, as other applicants for VHF channels 
seemed to be headed for time-consuming hearings before the FCC, This situation 
changed quickly as a result of mergers and drop-outs, and KCTY soon found 
itself competing with three Kansas City VHF stations plus an additional VHF 
station in nearby St. Joseph, Mo. Despite intense promotion and the expenditure 
of a great deal of money, the station owners were faced with the prospect of 
continuing heavy losses. At the time of the transfer to Du Mont it is estimated 
that $750,000 had been expended on behalf of KCTY in equipment and operating 
losses. The station was offered for sale and termination of operations was 
threatened 

(For use on or after 6:30 p. m., e. s. t., February 12, 1954) 


CIRCUMSTANCES OF TRANSFER TO DU MONT 


In the closing hours of 1953, the suggestion of effecting a transfer to Du Mont 
was first made by the Empire Coil Co., with the intimation that the station would 
be closed and its assets liquidated if the transfer were not completed on December 
$1. 

In the interest of television broadcasting, Du Mont felt that an assessment of 
the situation should be made to see whether this UHF service could be salvaged. 

There was not sufficient time to collect comprehensive facts and data about 
KCTY, the Kansas City market, or the competitive situation. Nevertheless, Du 
Mont agreed to the transfer so that service could be continued while a thorough 
analysis of the problem was made. There were two alternatives: Allow the sta- 
tion to go out of existence immediately, or agree to take it over, hoping that a 
thorough analysis of the facts would show a means for its permanent operation, 


COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY IS MADE 


Immediately after the transfer, Du Mont dispatched to Kansas City a team 
of experts in station operation, propagation, service, programing, advertising, and 
economics. Their purpose was to collect facts and thoroughly analyze the Kansas 
City situation so that Du Mont could determine its future course. 

An exhaustive study of all findings revealed that continuation of television 
broadcasting by KCTY would be economically unsound. 
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TELEVISION BROADCASTING AT KCTY TO BE DISCONTINUED 


The only possible sound decision for Du Mont to make as a result of this survey 
was to discontinue service from KCTY and to liquidate the station’s assets 
The station, therefore, will cease operation on February 28, 1954. The station's 
employees have been notified that the station will close. 


THE ECONOMICS OF UHF IN KANSAS CITY 


Du Mont Laboratories is sensitive to the fact that 2 of every 3 possible allo- 
cations for television stations are in the UHF portion of the spectrum. It 
realizes that a competitive television system on a national basis is dependent 
upon financially successful UHF operations. As a network broadcaster—as the 
pioneer company in television—as a leading supporter of UHF broadcasting, 
Du Mont is aware of the need to ascertain the strength and weakness of problems 
confronting UHF broadcasters. Du Mont's surveys show that problems local to 
Kansas City render UHF operation there uneconomical at this time. 


Signal reception 


Station KCTY uses a 1-kilowatt transmitter with its antenna located 10% 
miles from the center of the city. Acceptable signals are received in most of the 
metropolitan area by those receivers that have correctly installed outdoor UHF 
antennas. 


intennas 


An important factor in Kansas City which makes it a difficult area for UHF 
television is the aversion of the public to outdoor antennas. This is the out- 
growth of an inspired program to develop civic pride, which is manifested in this 
way toa greater extent than is generally the case. 

Signals from four VHF stations can be received in Kansas City with varying 
reception quality on indoor antennas. UHF signals on channel 25 are received 
in only one section of the city with indoor antennas. UHF, in most instances, 
must have correctly installed outdoor antennas. 


Set conversion 


Dependent upon what survey is used as the basis for figures, the number of 
sets with capabilities to receive UHF are 50,000 or 58,000. However, a realistic 
appraisal of those receivers which can actually receive the channel 25 signal 
in a satisfactory manner is but a few thousand. With outside antennas number 
ing less than 5 percent of the homes (25,200), UHF outside antennas do not 
number more than 1 out of each 20 outside installations or a total of 1,250. 


Cost factors 


There is in Kansas City a situation in which the consumer has been educated 
against outdoor antennas and is able to receive signals from four VHF stations 
without taking on the extra cost of an antenna installation. Add to this the 
uncertainty generated by the advent of color television, and we find that the 
average consumer in Kansas City is buying television without incurring the 
added expense necessary to receive channel 25. 

Competing stations 

In addition to channel 25, the Kansas City area is presently served by station 
WDAF-TY, channel 4, which presents local and NBC programs. It is served by 
station KCMO-TYV, channel 5, which presents local and ABC programs. It is 
served by station KMBC-TV, and WHB-TYV, channel 9, on a share-time basis 
which present local and CBS programs. The area gets further service on VHF 
from station KFEQ-TV, channel 2, in nearby St. Joseph, Mo., which presents 
Du Mont programs and CBS programs. The Kansas City area is receiving very 
complete service on four different VHF channels with presentation of both na 
tional and local programs. Consumers in the area, because of factors mentioned 
above, show little inclination to spend the necessary money or to change their 
thinking about antennas in order to receive a fifth service. 


DU MONT AND UHF 


The rate of receiver conversions to UHF in other markets appears to be ahead 
of the rate of conversions in Kansas City, because of the peculiar local factors 
mentioned. Many UHF stations are currently operating at a profit and many 
others are approaching the break-even point. There is a direct relationship 
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between the success of a UHF station and the extent of established VHF 
competition. In Kansas City, the competing services number four. 

The company believes that the Kansas City area is not a true proving ground 
for development of UHF possibilities. It believes, however, that UHF television 
operations can and will prove to be successful in other areas where a more 
favorable combination of circumstances can be anticipated. 

Du Mont will continue to develop, design and produce UHF broadcasting and 
receiving equipment for use in achievement of a national competitive television 
system. 





ASSOCIATION OF TELEVISION SERVICE COMPANIES, 
St. Louis, Mo., April 20, 1954 


Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaAR Sir: We in St. Louis view with considerable concern the future of UHF 
television in St. Louis in particular, and all over the country in general. 

UHF channels 14, 30, 36, 42, and 54 have been assigned to the Greater 
St. Louis area but as of now, 30 and 42, because of the economic aspect, have not 
seen fit to go on the air. Channel 14 went off the air a couple of weeks ago and 
are perhaps insolvent. The channel 14 situation is a result of their inability to 
obtain and televise network programs. 

It appears now that channel 4 (UHF) will be on the air very shortly. It is 
the consensus here that this would mean the end of UHF in this area and the 
resulting effect of relegating approximately $25 million in UHF equipment to 
the scrap heap. There are about $15 million in UHF converters, new sets and 
aerials in the hands of the public, about $7,500,000 in the stocks of retail dealers 
and wholesale distributors, and about $2,500,000 invested in the 3 UHF trans 
mitters here. 

The public did not complain too strongly when FM radio died here, but if the 
above mentioned UHF tragedy occurs here, it would not only make it impossible 
to sell the public any new radio or television ideas, but may ruin financially 
many places of business depending on television for their income. 

Something must be done immediately by the FCC to prevent the failure of 
the UHF system. Keeping new VHF stations off the air in UHF areas until 
UHF is firmly established is one answer. Another is granting network programs 
to UHF stations. Although CBS has no basic TV affiliate in this area, channel 
14 was unsuccessful in getting any CBS programs. Had they obtained CBS 
programs, we are convinced they would be successfully operating today. 

Can you do something to prevent a “$25 million UHF bust” in St. Louis? 
Time is of the essence! May we have your thought on what can be done and 
when it will be done? 

Very truly yours, 
VINCENT J. Lutz, President. 

Senator Porrer. In addition, I want to incorporate into the record 
at this point the letters and telegrams that have been received from 
various parties who are unable to testify here as witnesses. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


KXLF—PActIric NORTHWEST BROADCASTERS, 
Butte, Mont., May 14, 1954 
Senator CHaArtes E. Porrer, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR Porrer: I wish it was possible for me to attend the hearing 
you are having on UHF. UHF is definitely a problem child, but so is television 
in small markets such as we have in Montana. VHF is not doing so well in 
some of these small markets. When you finish your UHF hearing you may want 
to find a way to assure the people in small markets of continued television and 
of television comparable to that supplied the people in metropolitan areas. 

When program costs are several times that of what we can sell our station 
time for, we approach the same problem that the UHF boys have, and someone 
may have to look around to try to find out what the answers are going to be befcre 
too many of these small market stations pass by the board. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ep CRANEY 
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MERIDIAN, Miss., May 19, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES 8S. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Local situation typical plight UHF stations over nation. WCOC-TYV, channel 
30, on air with very latest GE equipment with 252,000 watts. WTOK-~—TYV, chan- 
nel 11, on air with second-hand equipment and 31,200 watts. Stations located 
side by side highest point all this area. Antennas equal height—maximum al- 
lowed by CAA. WCOC-—AM on air since 1926 and Mississippi first station. Op- 
erated 5,000 watts power day and 1,000 watts night on 910 kilocycles and has 
long record outstanding public service. Has been CBS radio affiliate 18 years. 

WTOK-AM on air 1946 and operates 250 watts on 1450 kilocycles. Despite 
these conditions WTOK-TYV has all four networks, although we made strenuous 
efforts to obtain network affiliation. This precludes our selling many national 
and regional spot accounts, as they require network stations. Greatly appreciate 
your efforts in behalf UHF and urgently ask that early action be taken to bring 
assistance to stations facing this almost unsurmountable handicap. To have 
ali sets all channel would also be great aid. 

Best regards 
WrrHers GAVIN, 
Manager WCOC-TYV. 


FRESNO, CALIF., May 22, 1954. 
Senator PorTrer, 
Senate Communications Subcommittee, Washington, D.C.: 

Understand your committee considering new TV freeze. Which will further 
delay start of the only VHF station within 100 miles of this city. We believe 
further delay is unfair and unjustifiable. 

GORDON DUNN, 
Mayor, City of Fresno. 


PortTSMOUTH, VA., May 20, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: First let me thank you for your interest in the problems facing 
UHF stations today, I was hoping that the Federal Communications Commission 
would do something to remedy the defects of their sixth report, to date no changes 
or recommendations have been made. 

Most of the UHF stations are at present, operating with large losses and 
cannot continue under these conditions. This comes about from the fact that 
the station cannot secure revenue from advertisers if there is a VHF station in 
the area. 

A UHF station cannot compete the VHF, this is due to the difference in cover- 
age, inefficient operation of the UHF equipment and lack of development in tubes 
and items operating in the UHF band. Even if the tubes were developed, they 
would cost more to operate and again, could not compete with VHF. 

I feel that it was the duty of the Commission to allocate a television band for 
this service instead of three, by using one band for television, the manufacturer 
would have less problems in designing equipment and antennas, also, the one band 
would equalize the facilities and competition would then be based on a program 
basis which I believe is the way it should be. 

In view of the above, I think that there should be’ no mixture of UHF and 
VHF in the same markets. That there should be an immediate freeze to further 
study the situation and that network contracts should be investigated to deter- 
mine a fair arrangement with regards to programs and revenue. 

I am familiar with many UHF operations and have based the above on my ex- 
perience, I tried to be as brief as I could yet give you the important points. 
Should you be interested in a complete evaluation giving facts, experience and 
ete., I would be only to glad to cooperate. 

Respectfully yours, 
JACK SIEGEL, 
Radio Engineer. 
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WPAG-TYV, WASHTENAW BROADCASTING Co., 
1nn irbor, Mich ° April 10, 1994 
SENATOR CHARLES E. Porter, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DreAR SENATOR Porter: On the basis of the sixth report on final television allo 
cations, our company invested a large sum of money, as well as time and effort, 
in the construction of a UHF station in Ann Arbor. WPAG-—TV was the first 
UHF station on the air in Michigan, beginning operation in April 1953. 

We have made a sincere effort to make the station serve the needs of the 
community. A service that no other TV station is able to perform and a service 
that this community can receive only under a competitive TV system. 

Our entire effort is in jeopardy at the present time by two actions of the FCC. 
One was allowing VHF stations to go to superpower before UHF stations were 
underway. With Detroit and its three VHF stations 40 miles east of us, this 
resulted in the refusal on the part of the three major networks to feed programs 
to our station, even at the request of sponsors. Even programs that our station 
has been willing to carry at no charge to the sponsor or network have been refused 
by the networks. In addition, one Detroit station has attempted to influence 
film distributors to refuse sale of films to us, because of the Detroit stations’ 
coverage of this market. This, in spite of the fact that Detroit and Ann Arbor 
are two separate markets, 40 miles apart. 

The second action of the FCC, threatening the existence of UHF, is the juggling 
of the VHF portion of the sixth report by the FCC. I refer specifically to Jackson, 
Mich., 38 miles to the west of Ann Arbor. A UHF channel was assigned to Jack- 
son, under the sixth report, and a grant was made. Before construction of the 
station was started, the FCC began consideration of a change in allocation to 
assign VHF channel No. 10 to that area. Now it has been allocated to that area 
and the UHF grantee returned his grant to the FCC. There will undoubtedly be 
a long hearing on the channel No. 10 grant, and the Jackson area, which would 
have had local TV service last year, will not have it for some time. UHF is dead 
in Jackson, and if and when the VHF station is granted there, our UHF station 
in Ann Arbor will be encircled by VHF stations. 

Many advertisers appear so certain that UHF is doomed that they refuse to 
consider the use of a UHF station, regardless of individual conditions. The door 
is closed on any consideration of an individual station’s merits, merely because it 
is UHF. 

This condition is increasing and I believe it will spell the end of UHF unless 
drastic action is taken immediately. Any long drawn-out consideration of the 
problem will probably result in the cdosing of many UHF stations. I thereby urge 
that a halt be called at once to any further action by the FCC in all but those 
markets where there is no TV service whatsoever, and that consideration be given 
to reduction in power of superpowered VHF stations. The present trend in VHF 
power will lead to domination of television by a few. 

Such an action would inspire UHF station operators to continue the battle 
and would result in renewal of interest in UHF on the part of advertisers, net- 
works, and equipment manufactures. Only by the establishment of many sta- 
tions across the country can people have a worthwhile television system. Dom 
ination of television by a few stations will not serve the public interest. 

Very truly yours, 
Epwarp F. Bavern, 
Vice president and General Manager. 


ANN Arbor, MicH., May 7, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Urge immediate freeze of all TV applications until UHF-VHF problems can be 
studied and reasonable solution of TV allocations can be realized. 
VAN C. Coox. 
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WKAP, INc., 
Allentown, Pa., March 8, 1954. 
Hon. Ep. C. JOHNSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srx: I would like to commend you upon your untiring efforts in trying 
to keep monopoly out of radio and television fields. 

We are the permittees of a UHF station, channel 39, here in Allentown, Pa. 
At the present time we are not on the air, but hope to be some time this summer 
or early fall. The present wave of cancellations of UHF grants can certainly 
upset one’s thinking. 

We feel that the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton area is an individual metro- 
politan section in itself and that in the long run its people, schools, and business- 
men need the advantages of television. At present there is 1 station in Bethlehem, 
which is connected with NBC—TV Network, and 1 in Baston, which is connected 
with ABC-TV and Dumont networks. So we naturally thought that our con- 
nection would be with CBS-TV. However, when we came to talk to CBS—-TV 
about the situation we were told that they believed that WCAU-TV in Phila- 
delphia covered the area. This has been proven through engineering surveys not 
to be true. 

However, they do send in a picture here. If you live by the FCC standards the 
picture is not a good picture, in fact it is nowhere near noise free. We even 
appealed to the head of the engineering department at WCAU-TYV to give us the 
green light to get CBS—-TV Network. However, we ran into the old radio claims 
that they were selling the coverage of Allentown and Bethlehem to their national 
advertisers and, therefore, they did not want to be surrounded by smaller CBS—-TV 
stations. This was approximately the gist of the conversation. 

Consequently, it looks like Allentown (a town with 106,000 population) will 
have UHF stations too, but on an independent basis. We would not feel too bad 
facing the prospect of losing money if the UHF equipment, such as transmitters, 
had the same penetrating qualities as the VHF, and if the cost of operation was 
not so rough as itis in UHF. Add to that the lack of sensitivity in receivers and 
you can possibly have trouble. 

At the present time there is one CBS—UHF located in Reading, Pa., which does 
not have a good signal in the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton area. However, the 
thing that we cannot understand is why Reading should get CBS-TV Network, 
but Allentown-Bethlehem market (which is a bigger market) is frozen out. 

In other letters we are urging other Senators to cooperate with you in your 
investigations. © 

Again I want to say thank you, for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 
QUEEN Crty TELEvISION Co., INc., 
O. R. Davies, Manager. 


GRANcCO PropucTs, INC., 
Long Island City, N. Y., May 5, 1954. 
This is a confirmation of a telegram sent May 4, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
Chairman, Communications Subcommittee of the 
Senate Interstate Commerce Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: I am taking the liberty of writing to you with regard to 
the pending ultrahigh frequency television hearings scheduled to be held by 
your subcommittee. As the head of a small conipany, whose entire commercial 
life has been devoted to the development, manufacture and sales of ultrahigh 
frequency equipment, I feel that immediate steps should be taken to do every- 
thing possible to strengthen and improve ultrahigh frequency television service, 
and dispell the atmosphere of gloom and pessimism which is growing within the 
industry. Because of my close association with the UHF market, I have been 
able to observe the rapid and steady growth of this service from its inception 
by the Federal Communications Commission, and have also seen a recent alarm- 
ing tendency to falter and deteriorate because of both economic and technical 
reasons. This tendency can be halted if serious measures are taken to eliminate 
the many unfair competitive practices which face the ultrahigh frequency 
television stations throughout the country. 
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Specifically it is my belief that there are three primary causes for the lack of 
success of many of these UHF stations. 

First is the practice of permitting a single television station to monopolize all 
of the desirable network programs channeled into many reception areas serviced 
by both a VHF and UHF station. In effect, this gives the established VHF 
station priority of choice over all desirable programs and leaves only left-overs for 
the weaker UHF station. By keeping these good network programs from UHF 
stations most of the incentive on the part of the public to receive these stations 
is eliminated. It appears to me that the only real solution to this problem is 
to eliminate this monopoly and enforce competition by a permanent equitable 
division of network programs among all stations both VHF and UHF, competing 
for the same market. Once such a division has been made the UHF stations can 
securely build a loyal viewing audience based upon good programing. 

Another of the practices which has caused considerable trouble among UHF 
stations is that of allocating a new VHF channel in their primary service area. 
While there is no doubt that these stations are desirable and must be assigned 
eventually to these areas, any assignment following so soon after a UHF station 
has gone on the air serves only to multiply the technical and economic problems 
if the UHF station. In many cases these problems have resulted in the bank- 
ruptcy or near bankruptcy of these stations. If it is the intent of your committee 
and the Federal Communications Commission to foster the development of UHF 
television service, it would appear that a delay in the granting of VHF construc- 
tion permits in UHF service areas should be given serious consideration. Such 
a delay of possibly 1 year would permit the UHF stations to solve many technical 
problems which face them in obtaining reliable coverage of their service areas, 
as well as the economic problems of building a viewing audience and obtaining 
advertising income. They would then be in a much better position to compete 
directly with any VHF competition which at present starts with all the odds 
in its favor. 

Another serious problem which continuously faces an established UHF station 
s the recent trend among VHF stations toward increasing their transmitting 
power. In many cases this has resulted in the introduction of unforeseen competi- 
tion from stations which normally have never satisfactorily penetrated into the 
UHF service areas. While I realize that such power increases are desirable and 
necessary, I feel that the timing is wrong. Again I urge that these power in- 
creases be delayed to permit the UHF service to strengthen itself before exposing 
t to the overwhelming competition of strong long-established VHF stations. 

There are undoubtedly many other problems which your committee will uncover 
during this hearing; however, it is my belief that most of these are characteristic 
of any pioneering effort to establish a new service or industry, The industry 
has demonstrated its willingness to assume great risks and overcome many 
technical obstacles which were anticipated. However, it is unfair to expect it to 
cope with the problems outlined above. Your hearings coming at this time can 
serve as a much needed “shot in the arm” by first uncovering the facts and then 
demonstrating its serious intention to do everything in its power to aid the 
industry. This would restore the confidence of all of the many companies and 
individuals who are devoting their time and money toward building a strong and 
reliable national television service. It would be foolhardy at this time, after 
encouraging the industry to make such a large investment in ultra-high-frequency 
television, to force this service to get along on its own resources. We must recog- 
nize that it is still in its infancy and repeated aid and encouragement will be 
necessary before it can stand on its own feet and provide a complete nationwide 
television service equal to radio broadcasting. 

Very truly yours, 
Henry Foaet, President. 


WICS TeEteviston, 
Springfield, Ill., May 13, 1954 
Hon. Cuarwes A. Porter, 
United States Senate, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Communications, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porter: Thank you for your reply of April 30 to my letter of 
April 27, 1954. You asked for material or data that would be helpful to the 
committee. 

I enclose herewith a recent Videodex Research survey taken from April 1-15 
showing the comparative reception in the 9 primary counties receiving our sig- 
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nal. Note that WICS, channel 20, heads the list of stations in the percent of 
all TV homes in those counties receiving various channels. This was a con- 
siderable increase over the last Videodex report taken the 1st of January. As 
I told you in my last letter, we have about 95 percent conversion in our home 
county. 

I do hope that this will give you an indication of the ability of a UHF opera- 
tion to do a community job. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
MILTON D. FRIEDLAND, General Manager. 


SPRINGFIELD, ILL. 


1. Range of counties currently receiving the UHF signal from Springtield, 
Ill. : 


Sangamon Logan Cass? 

Christian Menard Morgan 

Macon ’* Mason * Macoupin * 
1 Partial. 


2. 70.1 percent of all TV homes in the above range of counties do now receive 
UHF. 

3. Percent of all TV homes in the above range of counties now receiving chan- 
nels below: 
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WICS TELeEvisIon, 
Springfield, 1U., April 27, 1954. 
Hon. CHarves A. POTTER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PorrerR: Station WICS, channel 20, operating out of the State 
capital market of Springfield, IlL, is indeed concerned with the trend of UHF 
television development and particularly with the pending hearings before your 
subcommittee of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee next 
week in Washington. 

We wish to join with the numerous UHF stations in respectfully requesting 
favorable consideration of the UHF problem and in urging action to alleviate 
the mounting seriousness of the problem with positive action in the near future. 

WICS is extremely interested in an equalization of facilities between UHF 
and VHF, particularly in markets such as ours. We would like to go on record 
as favoring one class of service. For your information, WICS is the only UHF 
station in Springfield, Ill. We have been on the air since September 30, 1953. 
We are not in distress but rather have enjoyed a steady increase in our business 
since our inception. Fortunately, we are in flat terrain and therefore have no 
physical barriers to the penetration of our signal and also are in an enviable 
position with respect to conversions to UHF. At this writing we have approxi- 
mately 95 percent conversion in our home base. The potential looks good. 

However, there is an application for a VHF channel 2 contested by 2 competitive 
radio stations, one a CBS affiliate and the other an NBC radio affiliate. We 
currently have a primary optional affiliation with NBC and secondary affiliations 
with both Du Mont and ABC. Needless to tell you, we do not have a firm contract 
with any of the networks, although we would very much prefer to have a firm 
2-year affiliation with NBC. It is obvious that the networks are awaiting disposi- 
tion of the grant of channel 2 in our market before committing themselves to any 
definite firm contracts with our UHF operation, despite the fact that we are doing 
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a fine job of serving the diversified interests in this community composed of 
commerce, agriculture, industry, and government. 

This is one of our problems, Senator Potter; namely, one of basic insecurity 
with network affiliations for the future. 

In addition the network picture is complicated further by the fact that VHF 
channel 3 operating out of Champaign, I1l., on a regional-concept basis covering 
a large area with its full power and close to 1,000-foot tower, definitely hurting 
UHF stations in Danville, Bloomington, and Decatur, as I understand it. For- 
tunately for us they have been unable to sell local advertisers in our market 
but without a doubt WCIA channel 3 in Champaign is definitely hindering us 
from obtaining a number of national network programs and spot business with 
their claims that they are covering our area. It wouldn’t be too bad if they only 
had a CBS network affiliation, but they managed to get an NBC affiliation as 
well and have obtained and are continuing to obtain NBC clients to our detriment. 

I wish to emphasize that where a UHF station is first in the market, such as 
in our case, it can develop television for that market and serve the community 
interests to the utmost if it is not impeded by a VHF competitor attracting strong 
networks and the national revenue necessary to a successful operation. As long 
as a feeling prevails among the large advertising agencies, and this feeling evi- 
dently does exist, that UHF generally is inferior to VHF, then the UHF station 
has a tremendous uphill fight on its hands against unfair odds. A UHF station 
ean operate successfully if allowed to compete in a market with another UHF 
station, and particularly without the competition of a powerful VHF outlet situ- 
ated in an area of relatively small population yet serving a large region. 

Although the position of WICS channel 20 Springfield is now very good, we 
eannot point to the future with stability without a firm network affiliation with 
a strong network that affords top network programing. And without a doubt 
the public wants to see the popular network shows, of course, combined with good 
local programing; but a station must be able to offer strong network shows. 

In conclusion, it is my opinion that immediate action must be taken to protect 
the UHF stations in their growth to achieve stability. Toward that end I feel 
that one class of service would be highly desirable. I look forward with great 
interest to the scheduled hearings and do hope that constructive action in favor 
of UHF telecasting materializes from them. 

Yours very truly, 
MILtTon D. FRIEDLAND, General Manager. 


WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ANDREW G. HALEY oF THE LAW Fi1rM or HAtey, Dory & 
SCHELLENBERG, WASHINGTON 6, D. C., ON BEHALF oF VARIOUS TELEVISION 
STATIONS AND APPLICANTS ON THE JOHNSON BILL, S. 3095 


am Andrew G. Haley and I am appearing on behalf of Sir Walter Television 
Co., permittee of WNAO-TYV, Raleigh, N. C.:; Mid-America Broadcasting Corp., 
permittee of WKLO-—TV, Louisville, Ky.; Pioneer Television, Inc., permittee of 
WFIB, Evansville, Ind.; Prairie Television Co., permittee of WTVP, Decatur, 
Ill.; Pursley Broadcasting Service, permittee of WKAB-TYV, Mobile, Ala. ; South- 
western Radio & Television Co., permittee of KFSA-TV, Fort Smith, Ark.; 
University of Southern California, Allan Hancock Foundation, permittee of 
KTHE, Los Angeles, Calif.; and Great Lakes Television Co., permittee of WSER, 
Erie, Pa. 

As I understand the announcement of the hearing, the only formal legislation 
definitely to be considered is S. 3095, a bill introduced by Senator Johnson of 
Colorado to regulate multiple ownership of television broadcast stations. On 
May 13, 1954, Senator Bricker introduced S. 3456, a bill which would empower 
the Federal Communications Commission to regulate radio and television net- 
works. This bill may also be considered by the subcommittee, but because of 
the recent date of filing and the great importance of the measure, I am not 
prepared in this brief statement to submit comments thereon. 

I understand that this hearing is to be vitally concerned with gathering and 
assimilating facts for the guidance of the subcommittee and of the Federal Com- 

unications Commission. It seems to me that the great body of facts so care- 
fully and laboriously gathered, assembled and considered by the Commission 
in the hearings, which formed the basis for its sixth report and order, should 
not be lost sicht of and, in fact, should be available in a convenient form for the 
members of this subcommittee. Accordingly, I submit as appendix I to this 
statement a compilation of the data on utilization of the VHF band for televi- 
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Sion considered by the Federal Communications Commission in acting upon and 
promulgating its sixth report and order in the matter of the amendment of 
section 3.606, etc., and, as appendix II, the data on the same subject with refer- 
ence to the utilization of the UHF band, similarly considered by the Federal 
Communications Commission. The data submitted in these appendixes cover 
the statements made by witnesses who appeared and who voiced significant 
opinions—the brief condensations cover thousands of pages of record, but I most 
sincerely believe that every important opinion and fact is set forth therein. 

The most casual reading of appendixes I and II will reveal that practically 
every problem that now exists was anticipated and considered during hearings 
before the Federal Communications Commission and numerous solutions to the 
problems were suggested. The value of these compilations, to my mind, reposes 
in the proposition that the committee will immediately have in a condensed form 
the facts heretofore considered by the Commission so that the committee will 
be able immediately to give its attention to new facts and new solutions, com- 
bining the wisdom of the past with the thinking of the present in the most 
convenient manner. 

And now I will touch for a moment on the basic problem, namely, the preserva- 
tion of UHF televising. This is a matter of supreme importance in the field of 
mass dissemination of intelligence and entertainment, as the utilization of the 
UHF spectrum is essential to a nationwide, competitive, television broadcasting 
system. The subcommittee will hear facts, opinions and proposed solutions from 
many competent persons, and we will limit observations to the following four 
points: 

We are of the view that the problems of UHF televising would be significantly 
aided by the Commission relaxing its policy imposing severe limitations on 
teleyision-station operated microwave relay links, so that network or multiple 
‘tation program service could be transmitted to the users quicker and on a 

ust cheaper basis than is now afforded by the great common carriers. 

We believe that the Commission should authorize booster or satellite stations 
to penetrate blank spots in authorized UHF coverage areas. 

We are of the view, without commenting on the wisdom of regulating the 
number of stations that any party may own, that UHF television would be 
aided by any regulation such as was proposed by the Federal Communications 
Commission in its proposed rulemaking of December 23, 1958, or as is proposed 
by Senator Johnson in S. 3095. In brief, any regulation that would give UHF 
u premium position, is of necessity good for UHF. 

Finally, we believe that Senator Johnson’s proposed measure to eliminate the 
10 percent excise tax on UHF receiving sets and components, is a very practical 
step in aiding UHF circulation. 


APPENDIX I 


A COMPILATION OF DATA ON UTILIZATION OF THE VHF BAND FOR TELEVISION 
CONSIDERED BY THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION IN ACTING UPON 
AND PROMULGATING ITs SIxtTH REPORT AND ORDER IN THE MATTER OF THE AMEND- 
MENT OF SECTION 3.606 OF THE COMMISSION’s RULES, ETC. (FREQUENCY ALLOCA- 
TIONS FOR TELEVISION BROADCAST STATIONS) 


INTRODUCTION 


The Commission has before it extensive testimony in dockets 8736, 8975, and 
9175 on standards and allocations in the VHF band. Of particular importance 
are the general comments submitted at the hearings on July 26-28, 1948, on the 
proposed revised allocation plan of May 6, 1948; the testimony submitted at the 
September 13-14, 1948 conference with industry; the testimony submitted at 
the November 30—December 3, 1948 engineering conferences; and the report of 
the Ad Hoc Committee, released by the Commission on June 8, 1948. 

The testimony in the above records has been analyzed and classified into the 
subjects to which it is directed, i. e., tropospheric effects, terrain effects, syn- 
chronization, directional antennas, etc., and the annexes attached hereto have 
been prepared on each of the subjects. In addition to the testimony of record, 
an annex has also been prepared on reported experiences obtained in the use 
of carrier offset as a means of reducing interference between stations. Analyses 
have also been made (annexes 8 and T) of pending applications and authorized 
stations (as of June 17, 1949) in terms of height and power requested and 
assigned. 
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ANNEX A. CONSIDERATIONS THAT ENTERED INTO THE ADOPTION OF THE EXISTING 
VHF ALLOCATIONS PLAN AND PRESENT CONCERN OVER IT 


idair (consulting engineer ) 

“In its original allocation report the Commission proposed the assignment of 
four channels to an area in order to permit assignment of a reasonable number 
to the smaller cities and to maintain a mileage separation which provide service 
to adjoining rural areas. The demands of the larger cities caused the Commis 
sion to change the number to seven. This required that either the smaller cities 
be denied television facilities or that service of each station be severely re 
stricted. In general both of these undesirable conditions resulted. At the 
time of the allocation the Commission indicated this was a temporary alloca 
tion and recognized that tropospheric propagation would at times cause inter 
ference (and service) considerably beyond that indicated by the Commission’s 
curves. While there is considerably more quantitative data available now, in 
my mind it merely substantiates the order of interference which was originally 
expected. 

“In my opinion, the present concern over tropospheric effects has arisen more 
because of a somewhat changed viewpoint as to the meaning of the allocation 
than to any startling discoveries as to tropospheric propagation” (Tr. 1705 
1706). 

“The original concept of the tables of the allocation of channels was a guide 
to facilitate the selection of channels and to provide for an orderly allocation 
in so far as possible. 

“It was expected that there would be changes and that the gaps would fill 
in as the need developed and applications were made, each application being 
considered on its merits. 

“If I understand the present concept the allocation is considered as fixed and 
changeable only by an administrative hearing which has permitted a great em- 
phasis to be placed on tropospheric effects and which at this date if applied 
would be almost a reversal of policy and would deny many areas of service” 
(Tr. 1706-1707). 

“In 1945 when we had this problem we faced the same thing. In fact, the 
figures we have been kicking around for the last 3 days are almost exactly the 
ones that were kicked around in 1945 at which time the Commission backed 
the proposition that more stations were more desirable than the extended 
service. We are now attempting to back up on that. I don’t know which is 
the best in the long run, but there is some balance in there” (Tr. C—285—286). 


Du Mont (Du Mont) 

“* * * in our experience we find that the present allocations in our estima 
tion have worked out quite satisfactorily” (Tr. 1856). 

“The one thing that bothers us more than anything else is the ability of the 
present nuniber of channels to really provide a nationwide service” (Tr. 1857). 

“We have come to the conclusion that now is about the time to consider a 
different allocation scheme than we have at the present time utilizing the UHF 
frequencies for some of the bad spots in our present allocation picture. The 
VHF frequencies would be retained pretty largely as they are except in these bad 
areas” (Tr. 1857) 

“The particular spots that we consider bad in the present allocation plan of 
course are the allocations of less than 150 miles” (Tr. 1857). 

“To give you an example of our thinking, such cities as Bridgeport, Waterbury, 
Hartford, Springfield, Worcester and Providence have very few channels assigned 
to them. With the congestion in that particular area under our present scheme 
very little relief can be expected. In addition to that if these stations go ahead on 
the present channels you may run into some interference problems. 

“There are other areas where this same thing applies. For instance, out in the 
area around Canton, Youngstown, and that general area” (tr. 1858). 

“We have found that it is very difficult in a town with a single television station, 
or even two, to create real interest, and also to supply a real public service to 
those people. They desire to have a choice of programs and I feel that at least 
four channels should be available in all these cities” (tr. 1858). 

“Mr. CorTrone. ‘In reference to your proposal for allocation of channels on the 
VHF, proposed allocation, you feel that the Commission should get back to the 
minimum 150-mile separation co- and 75 adjacent channel, as I undérstand your 
testimony?’ 
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“The WiTNEss. I would like to see the minimum of 150, and would like to see 
that spread as far as you can past that point where you can do it without causing 
conflict. The 75, I am not so worried about. I think you may be able to shade 
that. Seventy-five is certainly a good working distance. But that isn’t as serious 
as the cochannel” (tr. 1866). 


Guy (TBA) 

“TBA is of the opinion that when our present standards were adopted, namely, 
75 miles adjacent channel separation and 150 miles cochannel separation, that a 
better job was done than some people now seem to think. And TBA recommends 
that the Communications Commission proceed to allocate or make grants on the 
basis of these standards without waiting. We feel that if we were to start right 
now from scratch without any precedent to dwarf or affect our thinking, we would 
probably come up with standards that were very much like that. We see no 
need to withhold grants in which those separations are maintained” (tr. 1785). 


Je't (WMAR-TV) 

“Commissioner Stertinc. Mr. Jett, do you recall the considerations which led 
to the choice of the 5 millivolt protected contour of television stations? 

“The Witness. Yes, I was on the Commission at the time and, as I said 
in my statement, there were only a few thousand receivers in service and a 
very few television stations on the air. We had just come out of a long, hard 
war, and there was very little experience. We called hearings, and because of 
the scarcity of channeis—that is, the relatively few channels—it was felt that 
we would have to crowd stations in television more than might otherwise be 
desired. I do not believe, however, that anyone at that time realized that the 
actual standards would deprive certain metropolitan areas of coverage of the 
entire area” (tr. 1618) 

Lodge (CBS) 

“I believe, however, that the difference between the amount of interference 
that was anticipated when the present allocation plan was devised and that 
which will result when tropospheric transmission makes itself felt in actual 
reception will be much less than assumed by many here and that the net service 
will still be good for a large percentage within range of the station” (tr. 1819- 
IS20) 


Poppele (TBA) 

“In the discussion of modifications and additions to section 3.606, table showing 
allocation of television channels to metropolitan districts in the United States, 
proposed by the Commission on May 6, 1948, and the proposals by others, I 
believe it would be advantageous to review the television allocations by going 
back as far as 1944. On March 27, 1944, committee 4 of panel 6 of RTPB 
upproved a subcommittee report No. 2, entitled, ‘Suggested TV Allocations in 
the VHF Portion of the Spectrum. This report was subsequently approved 
by panel 6 and submitted to the Federal Communications Commission as an 
exhibit in Docket 6651. This report showed the number of stations that could 
be obtained if some 26 channels were made available for television broadcasting. 
It further showed where these stations might be assigned. The placement of 
cochanne! stations was based upon a minimum separation of about 170 miles 
and of adjacent channel station separations in the order of 80 miles. At that 
time there was practically no measured data available on groundwave trans- 
mission nor was there any information available on tropospheric transmission. 
The performance of television sets, when they would again be made—the war 
was still in progress—was a matter of conjecture. Thus, there was no way of 
accurately ascertaining the service areas which these stations might have when 
they were limited by interference from other television stations. A study made 
at that time indicated that any substantial increase of these separations for co- 
channel and adjacent channel stations would require a considerable increase 
in the number of channels necessary to provide the facilities in the same cities. 

“The Commission, in its report of allocations from 25,000 kilocycles to 30,000,000 
kiloeyeles, dated May 25, 1945, set up 13 television channels, below 300 megacycles. 
On September 22, 1945, the Commission proposed rules and regulations including 
a table of allocations of television channels to metropolitan districts in the 
(United States. The cochannel separation of stations within this table was also 
in the order of 170 miles. Principally, since these proposed allocations provided 
for only four stations in the New York metropolitan area, they were objected to by 
TBA and others. Television Broadcasters Association showed that substantially 
the same number of stations could be accommodated in the bands assigned and 
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that New York could have seven stations if directional antennas were employed 
to serve some of the smaller markets. The Commission agreed that New York 
should have seven stations but was unwilling at that time to require directional 
antennas for television stations. Instead, the Commission, in a report on Novem- 
ber 21, 1945, established an allocation table in which some of the cochannel sepa- 
rations were decreased and community stations were permitted on channels 2 to 
13 in addition to channel 1. This table provided assignments only for cities 
within areas defined as metropolitan districts by the United States census. * * * 

“As I have mentioned above, the early allocation plans were formulated upon 
cochannel separations in the order of 170 miles. In these plans, only the large 
cities comprising metropolitan districts were considered. While there were con 
siderable differences in the sizes of service areas necessary to cover these dif 
ferent metropolitan districts, it did not seem feasible in the early plans to dif 
ferentiate between them * * * there should be considerable study devoted to the 
merit of equal treatment of many individual assignments when these assignments 
are the cause of substantial interference to other stations” (tr, 1420-1426), 


ANNEX B. AN ALLOCATION PLAN BASED ON A PROTECTED AREA RATHER THAN A 
PROTECTED CONTOUR 
Allen (FCC) 

“That procedure would involve, as I see it, something of a departure from 
previous concepts of what a service area ought to be. It seems to me we have 
been thinking in terms of service up to the 500-microvolt or the 5,000-microvolt 
contour whereas the needs of the community might not agree with the 5,000- 
microvolt contour at all, it might be a trade area, or something of that nature, 
so that the Commission would say that this trade area has a community of in 
terest with this trading center in this town, and he would have to put a certain 
signal over this area. Once you get 1 millivolt, say, at the edge of the trading 
area, immediately, and I believe the Commission has in a few cases expressed it, 
we want to protect the 1-millivolt contour all around here, not because it has any 
community of interest with this trading area, but it is a usable signal; so it 
would seem that some different approach to the type of service to be protected 
would be involved in this case” (tr. C-158-159). 


Jett (WMAR-TYV) 

“The point marked ‘X’ is the southernmost boundary of the Baltimore metro 
politan area, and it was my thought that a metropolitan station should be pro 
tected throughout its metropolitan area. Therefore, if a contour circle were 
drawn from that point marked ‘X,’ which would include all of our metropolitan 
iirea, and some of nearby contiguous rural areas, then we would ask for protec 
tion to the 1,000 microvolts per meter * * * (tr. 1726-1727). 

“Secondly, I recommended that the Commission call an engineering conference 
with a view to revising the rules and standards on the basis of sound engineering 
principles, and I pointed out that such a conference may possibly recommend one 
type of standard for a particular region and a different type of standard for 
another region. For example, FM stations in area 1 are protected to their 1,000- 
microvolts-per-meter contour, where in others it may be protected to its 50-micro 
volts-per-meter contour” (tr. 1728). 

Kear (ABC) 

“Inasmuch as our study has disclosed means whereby the effect of tropospheric 
propagation may be reduced within the present framework of section 3.606, we 
are making recommendations of a general nature which we believe are not only 
valuable in the particular instances which we have used for demonstration pur 
poses, but also will aid Commission consideration of the final form of section 
3.606 as revised on the basis of this hearing * * * (tr, 1335-13386). 

“* * * the American Broadcasting Co. recommends and strongly urges that 
the following steps be taken prior to the approval of a revised section 3.606 of 
the Commission's rules: 

“(1) The charts of appendix V should be prepared and released and their use 
should be made mandatory in computing interference. At the same time a 
formula should be added to the standards whereby the summation effect of two 
or more interfering signals can be computed. 

(2) Section 3.604 (b) should be revised so as to eliminate reference to 
protection to any specified contour. Likewise, section 3.606 (b). should be 
revised so as to eliminate all reference to definite distance separations. 

“There is a very good reason for that. In the standard broadeast band we 
talked about contours, 5 millivolts per meter and 2 millivolts per meter contours, 
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with a fair degree of assurance. It was something we could tie down, measure, 
and determine, and if a person bought a receiver in the standard broadcast band, 
and put an antenna up, he could receive a certain signal and we could tell him 
just about what sort of signal he would receive. 

“Such is not the case in the television band. * * * the actual meaning of 
mv/m is very vague and any reference to contours, protected contours, in terms 
of millivolts per meter tends to become meaningless. Likewise, in connection 
with the distance separation table our experience in the standard band indicated, 
I believe, that it was far more satisfactory to protect areas on the basis of actual 
interference computations rather than on the basis of distance separations * * *. 

“(3) Since in section 3.606 the FCC has undertaken to specify the cities in 
which television stations can be located, they should also specify in connection 
with each city the area which a television station located in this city is intended 
to serve. This can be, for example, on the basis of the trading area for rural 
Stations, the metropolitan district for metropolitan stations, and the immediate 
community for community stations. Other definitions can be established but care 
should be taken to avoid specifying any field intensity contour as the boundary 
of service. The area to be served should be determined by geographical or 
economic features, not by the artificial means of field intensity contour. 

“(4) Having decided upon the areas and populations which should receive 
service and having supplied the missing portions of the Standards of Good 
Engineering Practice, the Commission should then reanalyze the existing section 
3.606 to determine to what extent the allocation outlined therein will provide the 
intended service to the desired areas and populations. Where it is found that 
on the basis of the standards, the interference-free contour of the station contem- 
plated in 3.606 does not extend to the boundary of the area which must be served, 
steps should be taken to revise the allocation to afford the additional required 
protection. In many cases, this can be done by regulating and limiting the per- 
missible radiated power. For example, a station required to serve the Chicago 
area would probably require greater radiated power than one serving the metro- 
politan district of Grand Rapids. It is probable that adjustment of power will 
not solve all of the interference problems. In such cases the FCC should notify 
the station or stations involved that at such time as directional antennas have 
been shown to be feasible and economically practical, they will be required to 
directionalize to the extent necessary to afford the requisite protection to the 
other station or stations involved. In many cases the geographical distribution 
is such that reasonable directionalization, together with proper adjustments 
will be able to effect a highly satisfactory degree of mutual protection, thereby 
insuring interference-free service to the area set forth in section 3.606. 

“(5) When this realization has been completed the Commission should next 
examine the presently proposed revision of section 3.606 to determine what 
portions of this revised section could be adopted without introducing additional 
interference to the stations designated in the present 3.606. Here again judicious 
choice of radiated power and the specification of directional antennas as needed 
will no doubt enable many of the proposed additional allocations to be included 
in a revised 3.606, such revision being based upon adequate protection to the 
desired service areas with the protection being computed on the basis of the 
revised Standards of Good Engineering Practice hereinbefore referred to. 

“(6) The recommendations of paragraphs (1) to (5), inclusive, having been 
adopted by proper legal procedure, additional proposals from the industry may 
be considered. Consideration should be given to these only when such pro- 
posals meet the requirements of paragraphs (a) and (b) of section 3.606 of the 
rules as revised * * * (Tr. 1350-1355). 

“Mr. Cottone: 

“Question. Dr. Kear, I take it that your basis for determining allocations 
would be entirely different from that which has been followed by the Commis- 
sion in the past, namely, the protected service contour and specifying a specific 
service area that is based upon the normally protected contour. Am I correct 
in so interpreting your testimony? 

“Answer. Yes, sir: if you mean in speaking of a normally protected contour 
assigning it any particular value, like 5 millivolts and 2 millivolts, since as I 
pointed out at these high frequencies the value of a contour ceases to have a 
great deal of meaning * * *. 

“QueEsTION. How yould you deal with the situation where you have licensed 
a station, let's say in New York, on a particular channel, and presumably you 
license it to serve the metropolitan district of New York, or some other specified 
area, and you have a subsequent request in another community, let’s say for the 
purpose of the illustration Albany, where the only available channel may be 
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one already assigned to New York. What standard would you have the Com- 
mission follow under those conditions? 

“ANSWER. * * * I would say that the applicant for a station in Albany would 
be required to restrict the power radiated in the direction of New York that 
the contour of the New York station which surrounded the metropolitan dis- 
trict was not interfered with. In his case it would be the region nearest him. 
So it would be the contour at the normal metropolitan district that would be 
required to be protected. 

“QUESTION. Even though the use of that channel in Albany, taking Albany 
as an example, might not result in service to the Albany metropolitan district? 

“ANSWER. Well, that again would be, then, a matter for the Commission to 
decide as they decided in the cases of interference in the standard band. Fre 
quently they decided additional service warranted a grant even though some 
interference was created. But as far as the relative merits, it would be con- 
sideration on the basis of the degree of protection afforded this metropolitan 
district, which presumably would be interference free” (tr. 1360-1364). 
Wilmotte (consulting engineer) 

“The next question is service. Well, if an operator is asked to serve a certain 
town I think it would be possible to put a certain line around that town and say 
whatever you do you have got to give good service inside of that line, and by 
good service we mean good service, and you can define a very good service. 
The service beyond that line then is something up to the operator to extend 
as far as he can, provided in so doing he does not cause more interference than 
he is permitted in his license” (tr. C-157). 

“Well, I agree that the remarks made just now, and the remarks I am making 
now, are in complete variance to the thinking that has been going on in the 
Commission and the engineering division since early 19—the early 1930’s—but 
I have never been sympathetic with that type of thinking, I have great difliculty 
in believing that the public interest is connected with the millivolt contours. It 
s my very strong feeling that that concept has done serious damage to the 
regular broadcast band and I hope it can be dropped before these new bands 
ire completely jammed up. I think that the economic, social and geographical 
problems are the dominant problems from the public service angle, and: that 
the engineers, including the Commission engineers, of course, but basically, 
more basically the engineers connected with the designing of stations or a 
system, should be given a degree of responsibility to fit their millivolts to the 
economic requirements, rather than to try to make the economic requirements 
fit the millivolts” (tr. C-159). 


ANNEX C. THE CONTOUR TO WHICH PROTECTION SHOULD BE AFFORDED 


Goldsmith (DuMont) 

“The methods of approach outlined in the FCC report TID 4.2.1 treat this 
adequately and we feel that the 500 uv/m contour of a station should be pro- 
tected for a net service 90 percent of the time” (tr. C-35). 

“* * * we feel that the ground wave 2,000 uv/m contour should be considered 
as a primary service area and should be protected under all conditions. Wher- 
ever possible, protection should further be granted to the 500 uv/m as a secondary 
service boundary. The FCC has treated this adequately in its recent report” 
(tr. C-38). 

“When one inspects the service areas in a number of cases which have been 
brought out in this hearing, it is quite obvious that many important centers of 
population will not be provided with service if a station is protected only to its 
5.000 uv/m contour and encounters interference beyond this boundary. We 
therefore recommended that the Federal Communications Commission rules be 
modified so that engineering protection is provided to a station to its 2,000 uv/m 
contour and, where possible, on out to its 500 uv/m contour. 

“It should be pointed out that the 2,000 uv/m contour is not a smooth circle as 
it would be deducted from smooth-earth ground-wave theory alone. The irregu- 
larity of terrain causes the signal strength to depart materially from the 
smooth-earth theory, in some cases being above the theoretical values and in 
others well below the theoretical value. The extension of protection to the 
2,000 uv/m contour, as a rule of thumb, will to some degree offset the uncertainty 
of this terrain factor pending the time when a dependable quantitative terrain 
factor correction can be applied in allocation planning” (tr. 1512). 


Guy (TBA) 


“It seems possible and desirable that the protected contours be changed. Two 
millivolts seems like it might be reasonable and attainable” (Tr. 1783). 
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Jett (WMAR-TV) 

“T believe that the 5,000 microvolts per meter contour, which is now referred 
to in the Commission’s rules, is entirely too stringent, that something between 500 
and 5,000, and, in my opinion, and-I am not basing my opinion upon a detailed 
study, but in my off-the-cuff opinion I feel that 1,000 microvolts, similar to the 
standard for area 1 of FM, would be a reasonable standard. However, I realize 
that it would be necessary to examine any particular contour in reference to the 
metropolitan districts throughout the United States to insure that all metropoli- 
tan stations would at least be provided protection within their metropolitan 
areas” (tr. 1729). 

Poppele (TBA) 

“(2) Two mv/m contour and protection standards: Protection standards 
should be reviewed prior to the adoption of any new allocation plan. This is 
particularly true of the protection normally afforded different classes of stations. 
As a result of the study of the engineering committee, the Television Broad- 
casters Association recommends that protection be afforded to the 2 mv/m eon- 
tour from cochannel and adjacent channel interference, in consideration of (a) 
the existence of tropospheric transmission, and (b) the likelihood that increased 
television power will be necessary to provide an improved grade of service as the 
television art advances” (tr. 1420). 

“This determination of interference involves, in addition to propagation in- 
formation, a realistic protection standard and due care that no unnecessary ‘white 
areas’ are created in television service. The present rules specify that, “The 
service area of a metropolitan station shall not be protected beyond the 5,000 
uv/m contour.’ It must be our conclusion that such protection of service will 
not result in preserving an adequate, and in most cases, the only service available 
to urban and farm areas which surround television cities. Much of this service 
would be destroyed by allocations such as those proposed. It would seem that 
a more reasonable figure for the normally protected contour would be in the order 
of 2 mv/m or less. If such protection is not afforded, many television stations 
in the East will have the interference-free service areas which would be com- 
parable with the night service areas of many regional stations on standard broad- 
cast bands. This would leave large areas in the populous East without television 
service” (tr. 14380). 

Niling (RCA) 

“We feel that the interest of the public in the maximum utilization of the 12 
VHF channels will best be served if the Commission will promptly lift the ‘freeze’ 
and make its assignments upon the basis of protecting the 2 mv/m contour of 
metropolitan stations for not less than 90 percent of the time. The service areas 
of such stations would be extended to approximately the 500 uv/m contour for 
not less than 90 percent of the time by use of synchronization of carriers, where 
that is necessary for adequate service. When this is done the stations should 
be protected to the 500 uv/m contour. Such an extension of the service area 
would have the advantage of making television available to a larger part of the 
rural population of the United States” (tr. C-821). 


ANNEX D. ALLOCATIONS BASED ON ERP’S OTHER THAN THE INFLEXIBLE STANDARD OF 
50 KILOWATTS AT 500 FEET OR ITS EQUIVALENT 


Adair (consulting engineer) 

“This [tropospheric interference] difficulty can be minimized by the judicious 
use of directional antennas and by allocating power according to the needs of 
the area and of the areas of other stations which would be affected thereby * * * 
(tr. 1708). 

“I personally did not think that 50 kilowatts 500 feet is the proper power 
for all areas. 

“Mr. Down. In other words, there should be some variation between areas and 
applications rather than a uniform height and standard power that might be 
impractical” (tr. 1711). 


Cullum (consulting engineer ) 


“We now have, then, the existing operating plan and we have need for addi- 
tional service. Don’t you think we could fill in that need for the additional 
service by analyzing the existing coverage, taking into account all of the best 
engineering factors and then breaking the country up into not one area, or, two 
areas, but a whole bunch of areas and fitting in additional services to those areas 
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to provide the service where it is needed and not to provide an additional service 
in those overlapping areas? What I have in mind is: 

“Do you feel we are on the right track so that we can set it up with a push- 
button allocation from here on, or should we be realistic about it and recognize 
that we do have allocation problems now and that there are gaps in service, and 
not set it up as a pushbutton allocation plan but a plan whereby we can take 
into account all of the engineering factors, and take it up from there?” (tr. 1721). 
Dowd (attorney) 

“The second point that we wish to note is the difficulty of getting something 
a little more than 1 kilowatt at 500 feet and something considerably less than 50 
kilowatts at 500 feet. Because of the procedures that the Commission has adopted 
in seeking to set forth a rather ironical allocation plan we find ourselves in the 
position of having clients who desire to cover a certain market in a certain area 
end they cannot do it with a community station under the present standards. 
On the other hand, they do not wish to have 50 kilowatts at 500 feet. In view 
of the fact that they want to use 2 kilowatts they are forced to come in to a 
proceeding and prove that if they use 50 kilowatts at 500 feet they would not cause 
interference to someone else” (tr. 1842-1843). 

Duttera (NBC) 

“When lesser separations occur, the same protection should be afforded exist 
ing stations by reduction of the effective radiated power of the proposed stations, 
by adjustment of its height, by the use of a directional antenna, or a combina 
tion of these” (tr. 1755). 


Guy (TBA) 

* * TBA does not feel that the Commission should make grants which 
violate those separations until an attempt is made to give protection which 
would be equivalent, by the use of reduced power, directional antennas or 
both * * * (tr. 1786). 

“Perhaps some of them could be helped by adjustment of powers. I can 
visualize the situation where a station in a small community might feel that 
5O kilowatts at 500 feet is an economic burden which he did not relish and he 
could serve his market with substantially less power and would be glad to have 
it” (tr. 1792). 

Jett (WMAR-TV) 

“There may be other ways to take care of the situation, by either reduction 
of the antenna height, in case of one, or reduction of power” (tr. 17389). 

Kear (ABC) 

“The second point is that, as pointed out in the testimony, the 50,000 watts 
at 500 feet as an arbitrary level of power for all metropolitan stations is believed 
not to be desirable; that there should be provision somewhere to adjust the 
power to the needs of the community. As was pointed out in my testimony, 
we propose that the area to be served be decided upon and then the power 
adjusted to provide service to that area. 

“In some cases, as previous witnesses have testified, in New York it might 
require higher power. Places out in the center of the country that are smaller 
might require a lower power. By judicious choice of power a considerable 
number of stations might be able to be added to the present allocation without 
creating additional interference even if full consideration was given to the most 
serious considerations of tropospheric propagation” (tr. 1885-1886). 


ANNEX E. RURAL SERVICE IN A VHF ALIOCATION PLAN 


Adair (consulting engineer) 

“It seems to me that television right now, while it is a very desirable thing 
for the people in the rural areas and smaller towns, depends on the economics 
for development largely from the more built-up areas and to get it started on 
that basis would seem more proper” (tr. 1716). 

“It seems to me when you are located out in a fringe area, just because you 
want to receive New York when you should receive Washington—when you can 
receive Washington and connot receive New York—well, you have got to be more 
or less satisfied or take some steps to cure it. In some cases, as pointed out, 
you can at least improve the situation with more complex receiving antennas. 
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In some cases you cannot do much about it. But that is the unfortunate situa- 
tion that occurs in any radio service which, under our system depends largely 
on large populations to support it. When a person lives out in an area distant 
from that, he has to take what he can get and do the best he can about it” (tr. 
1718) 

Jett (WMAR-TV) 

“Do you think in establishing standards we should strive for ideal or prac- 
tical standards, one that would provide reasonably satisfactory service in rural 
areas and good service in urban areas? * * * (tr. 1691). 

“It was my hope that at this conference the Commission could spring on a 

point between the ideal on one hand and the day-to-day practice on the other. 
I think we have got to do that if we are going to provide facilities with 12 chan- 
nels for most of the cities. 
“* * * As a practical matter, we know that the people within the service area 
of the transmitter tune their picture signal down and they still have signal left, 
and when they fish for distance, then they turn their picture signal up and they 
get a picture. That has been my experience in going around talking to people, 
that they get different results * * * (tr. 1692). 

“I would like to emphasize once more that I do not think it would be. well, 
in view of the limited number of television channels, to strive for an ideal 
standard. I think that in actual practice you will find that people at a distance 
do have their receivers turned up, and do take advantage of the last microvolt 
per meter. But out to 15 to 25, or so, miles, I think in most cases the tele- 
viewer has some signal to waste from the local station, and that in practice 
he will turn his controls down, and by so doing he will automatically eliminate 
much of the tropospheric interference that theoretically and sometimes in prac- 
tice is actually existent * * * (tr. 1733). 

“Mr. Corrone. “Would you be concerned about the possible failure to protect 
rural areas? 

“Wirness. No, because as a practical matter you don’t have stations all 
around the periphery of your contour. There are many areas out at a distance 
where there will never be any interference problem. For example, down on the 
Eastern Shore of Maryland, in the area of Cambridge, let us say, I doubt very 
much if people down there will ever be bothered from interference from Phila- 
de!lphia or Washington. They will look to Baltimore as the station that should 
serve that area. Yet Cambridge is probably 70 miles from Baltimore air line, 
60 or 70” (tr. 1741). 


Kear (ABC) 


“T believe that with the present limit on the number of channels, and the 
number of people who are applying for the facilities in those channels, it is 
going to be exceedingly difficult to have any large number of purely rural 
stations, and very likely the only rural type of operation we will be able to 
achieve is from some city which is given an increase in power, an increase in 
protection from neighboring stations so they can serve rural areas. I don’t 
believe that is a condition we would select if we had free choice. We would 
rather have channels available where we have full protection. I think this is a 
question of limitation” (tr. 1890-1891). 


ANNEX F. TROPOSPHERIC PROPAGATION IN AN ALLOCATION PLAN 


Adair (consulting engineer) 


“However, I did want to go on another point, with respect to the 99 percent and 
the 1 percent, which, to me are figures entirely out of reason. In television service 
particularly with the experience we have had with respect to ignition interfer- 
ence, diathermy interference, outside interference, flutter, and everything else, 
it seems to me that 10 percent is the most interference we should talk about here. 
As to FM service I think that is entirely a different proposition, but with television 
I think we are kidding ourselves even with 35 microvolts at 50 feet. There is a 
considerable amount of interference where the homes are located close to the 
streets” (tr. C—287). 


Boese (FCC) 


“The conclusion should be kept in mind that the data upon which this study 
has been made are very limited and that rather great variations may be antici- 
pated in other parts of the country. However, it is believed that the present 
study represents a first approximation of the effect of tropospheric propagation 
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on allocations which, while far from accurate, will give a better picture than the 
curves in the FM and television standards at the present time” (tr. C-6-7). 


Guy (TBA) 

“Under our present standards—that is for 10 percent of the time—under our 
present standards that would imply that in the area of interference you had no 
service. That is not so. You do have service. If you go out just a bit further, 
you have a little less service, and if you go out to the half millivolt contour you 
have a little less. It is just a matter of degree. But at all times you may havea 
signal which is salvageable and which has entertainment value and which you 
stay with once you have it. You don’t lose all that service. You only see some 
interference on it * * *. 

“There is this difference: Where you have interference you don’t lose service, 
you merely don't get as perfect a picture. So when we say there is tropospheric 
interference with a separation of 150 miles, we can say on the one hand that 
service is lost over a large part of area or we can be a little more realistic and say 
that the service is still there but the service is not as perfect as it could be over a 
portion of the area” (tr. 1788-1789). 

Poppe le (TBA) 

“(1) Standards re tropospheric transmission: On October 11, 1945, at the 
l’ederal Communications Commission’s hearing with reference to docket 6780, 
the Television Broadcasters Association pointed out the interference that would 
result from tropospheric transmission. Since that time, it is understood that 
additional data thereon has been collected by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission and others; but no standards have been established for tropospheric 
transmission. It is the recommendation of Television Broadcasters Association 
that such standards be immediately considered and established before additional 
allocations are made in which there is less than a 150-mile metropolitan, co- 
channel separation, or wherein the protected area of any station for any class 
or condition is less than the equivalent of that protection received by cochannel 
metropolitan stations 150 miles apart” (tr. 1419). 


RMA Committee TS-3 

“It is obvious that in setting up a practical allocation scheme compromises with 
quality and extent of service are involved. The committee believes that to ex- 
pect service 99 percent of the time is probably unnecessarily idealistic. Certainly 
other broadcast services do not have this near an approach to perfection. Per- 
haps 90 percent service may have to be the compromise. In this regard it should 
be noted that the degree of tolerance of more-than-perceptible interference levels 
isa subjective problem which has received no study at all so far as this committee 
is aware. Also, ameliorating local expedients may be useful, such as directional 
receiving antennas” (JTAC rept. vol. II, annex 7, p. 4). 


ANNEX G. TROPOSPHERIC PROPAGATION IN PARTICULAR SECTIONS OF THE COUNTRY 


deMars (consulting engineer) 

“T feel quite certain that as far as the west coast is concerned, and when I say 
‘west coast’ we understand that area to be the area between the Pacific Ocean 
and the first range of hills, that the duration of tropospheric signals and their 
intensities will differ markedly from any east coast data or any other section 
of the country that we know of. And it seems to me the only way that can 
be dealt with is by giving it special consideration. And it is quite true that 
special conditions exist over the Great Lakes and the gulf, and even in some 
time of the year along the Atlantic coast. Those conditions are pretty well 
understood because of the correlation, or let me say the dependence on meteor 
ological conditions. They can be predicted reasonably well. 

“I think that the only way those anomalies or departures from average condi 
tions can he dealt with is to treat them as specific cases” (tr. C-445-446). 
Leydorf (WJR and WGAR) 

“One of the serious tropospheric transmission problems facing television is 
that presented by transmission across the Great Lakes” (tr. C-92). 

“It appears from the data which has been analyzed that there is a pronounced 
seasonal effect in transmission across Lake Erie, strong signals being very fre 
quent in the summer and quite infrequent during the winter” (tr. C-93). 
Lutcke (Don Lee) 

“The characteristic variation of field intensity is one of slow variation. The 
yearly variation is marked and is particularly identified with a long and steady 
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tropospheric propagation during the summer months, from perhaps May to Sep- 
tember, inclusive. As a matter of fact, the way that this matter first came to 
our attention was the reception report of a Mr. L. G. Gilbert in San Diego, who, 
living on the seacoast, assembled a television receiver and indicated to us that 
he was receiving the television images of WGXAC at an elevation of 2,000 feet 
in San Diego with clarity and dependability. This was in the summer of 1946 
and we immediately rendered a report and two subsequent reports to the Com- 
mission on this phenomenon. 

“With respect to this coastwise tropospheric propagation relatively little 
diurnal variations have been noted” (tr. C—44). 

“The tropospheric propagation in a qualitative way appears to be independent 
of frequency, channel 15 being received as well and with the same general 
characteristics of reception with respect to time and season as channel 2” 
(tr. C-—45). 

“I would like to conclude with merely the statement that for the unusual condi- 
tion of the persistent temperature inversion during the summer on the west 
coast, and because of the almost constant field strength, as a consequence the log 
normal distribution for considering the tropospheric propagation is probably 
not the correct one. It is almost a constant case and may be duplicated around 
the Great Lakes, or other places, where persistent temperature inversions are 
to be expected” (tr. C-49). 


ANNEX H. TROPOSPHERIC INTERFERENCE PRIMARILY A FUNCTION OF POWER 


deMars (consulting engineer) 

“Mr. Chairman, in order to introduce an optimistic note into the meeting I 
would like to state that up to the point where the study of the effect of the 
troposphere, that is, the factors dealing with antenna heights, fading factors, 
and so forth, reach the point of attempting to be tied into a theory, I believe 
that the results represent the best that can be obtained from the available data. 
I think that the curves with respect to the 1 percent or 10 percent values for 
500-foot antennas come as close to representing the probable tropospheric situa- 
tion as can be determined from present data. But I think that it is completely 
unwarranted to attempt to fit this data into a theory and then extend the use of 
that into antennas of other heights and over other distances. 

“We have heard a good deal of testimony to the effect that the signal intensity 
via the troposphere is related directly to the power and not to the heights of the 
antenna. If that is the case and it turns out that that is substantially the fact then 
the adoption of an earth radius 10 times to normal for predicting conditions 
other than for the 500-foot antenna would be in error and the error would in- 
crease in proportion to the height differences with 500 feet * * * (tr. C-189-190). 

“Now, the tropospheric signal that we predict is not independent of antenna 
height at 100 miles. Consequently, we can’t draw the sweeping conclusion that 
the tropospheric signal is dependent only upon one power and not upon height, 
unless we qualify it by the distances involved. 

“T am convinced that the tropospheric signal intensity at distances in excess 
of 200 miles is much more dependent—in fact almost entirely dependent upon 
the radiated power rather than antenna heights for antenna heights under 5,000 
feet” (tr. C-443). 

Fink (JTAC) 

“In particular, the influence of the transmitting antenna height on tropospheric 
propagation of the signal is a critical question, since the value of antenna height 
used in practice may depart widely from the value assumed in the curves cited. 
If such departures impair the utility of the curves, the effect of such departures 
must be taken into account in establishing the effective radiated powers and 
antenna heights permissible or desirable in the allocation plan * * * (tr.C—15). 

“Effect of transmitting antenna height.—It is the opinion of JTAC that the 
present FCC regulation concerning effective radiated power as a function of an- 
tenna height requires careful review. The present rule states that the effective 
radiated power must vary inversely as the square of the ratio of the actual an- 
tenna height to 500 feet. There is practical and theoretical evidence that the 
signal level propagated to a distance by the troposphere is nearly independent 
of antenna height. If this is proved generally to be the case, the ratio of the 
tropospheric interference area to the service area must decrease as the antenna 
height is increased, the power radiated remaining unchanged. It would then 
appear that the service to the public would be maximized by the use of the 
highest feasible antenna height, consistent with cost, regulations of the Civil 
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Aeronautics Authority, and similar factors. The use of a lower than maximum 
antenna height increases the interference area, when higher power is associated 
with the lower height, without increasing the service area. 

“Based on the existing evidence, JTAC surmises that the proper exponent, relat- 
ing antenna height ratio to the effective radiated power, should lie between the 
values 0 and 1 (class C), rather than 2 as presently stipulated in the Commission's 
rules. The JTAC is not in a position to recommend a definite change in this 
regulation, but suggests that study of the matter is in order to maximize service 
areas relative to interference areas” (tr. C-19-20). 

Goldsmith (Du Mont) 

“The difficulty lies in the apparent fact that the tropospheric interfering signals 
are primarily a function of power only and are relatively little affected by 
antenna height. On the other hand, the desired signal strength is inflhNenced ad- 
vantageously by increased height, particularly to those service areas at distances 
of 20 to 50 miles. Let us take for example two stations on the old height-power 
power allocation plan. Let them operate on co-channel assignments assuming 
station A to have a power of 50 kilowatts at 500 feet. Let station B have a 
power of 12% kiiowatt at 1,000 feet. Let stations A and B be separated by, 
say, 150 miles. The higher power of station A will give a more serious long- 
distance interfering signal than will station B. The resultant service area which 
is free of interference for 90 percent of the time will, therefore, be considerably 
smaller for station B in spite oz its higher antenna tower than for station A. 
We, therefore, recommend that it would be more equitable for allocation pur- 
poses to set a power ceiling for broadcast stations irrespective of antenna height 
and encourage all stations to use very nearly this full power. Then the indi- 

idual applicants will automatically plan to use as great an antenna height as is 
practical in each case in order to increase their primary service areas” (tr 
C-36-37 ) 

Lubcke ( Don Lee) 

“T would like to agree with the Commission's findings and other testimony 
indicated today that the height of the television transmitter has little relation 
to the tropospheric propagation that is to be expected” (tr. C-43). 

“Our own station at a height of 200 feet above sea level for the transmitting 
antenna operating on Channel 2 is found to be received in the San Diego area 
with approximately the same efficiency, let us say, as the several other television 
stations now operating in the Los Angeles area, notably KTLA, on Channel 5, 
KFI-TV, on Channel 9, and KFAC-TY, on Channel 13. Thus our data indicates 
that a ceiling on power and all the height that a telecaster can achieve is the 
proper overall plan of allocation rather than the inverse ratio of the more height 
you are able to achieve the less power you should be granted” (tr. C—44). 


Siling (RCA) 

“We do not believe that the effect of transmitting antenna height is well 
established in either the standards affecting principally the ground wave cover- 
age or in the tropospheric curves affecting principally a station's interference 
cupabilities. It is therefore suggested that this subject receive more intensive 
study involving measurements to determine specifically the height effect. The 
making of such a study does not, however, require that a lifting of the ‘freeze’ be 
postponed until the measurements are completed” (tr. C—822). 


Wilmotte (Consulting Engineer) 
“* * * that the interference seems to be principally dependent upon the powers 
used, and not very much on the height” (tr. C-157). 


RMA Committee TS—3 

“The above discussion would indicate a condition consistent with a physical 
characteristic that the tropospheric field beyond the horizon is dependent mostly 
upon transmitter power, and very little upon antenna height. Whether this is 
actually the case should, we feel, be €xplored through a series of measurements 
directed toward this point specifically. 

“If such a condition is, in fact, found to exist, then the committee would 
recommend that the present allocation practice with respect to reducing assigned 
power where the antenna height exceeds 500 feet, be modified. This would 
remove what appears to be a serious inequity in the present allocation plan. 

“The modification required would be in the direction of assigning power inde- 
pendent of antenna height” (JTAC Rept., vol. II, annex 7, p. 4). 
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ANNEX I. INTERFERENCES OTHER THAN TROPOSPHERIC AS FACTORS IN AN 
ALLOCATION PLAN 


idair (consulting engineer) 

“From my personal standpoint I have never received any interference from 
another station on television. I have received quite a bit of interference due 
to automobiles and diathermy and noises of that nature, but not from other 
stations” (tr. 1709). 


Chittick (RMA) 

“In general, ignition interference into television receivers is not a problem if 
the television signal strength is 5,000 microvolts per meter or higher. There are 
few instapces where interference is present at these high levels, but most of 
these casés are due to close proximity to very heavily traveled highways. I=gni- 
tion interference becomes progressively worse as the television signal frequencies 
fall below 5,000 microvolts. At 1,000 microvolts or lower, the ignition inter- 
ference is a serious problem, both from the standpoint of interference in the 
picture, and the possible loss of synchronization. One company has reported 
that 5.6 percent of all their television installations are affected by ignition inter- 
ference to the extent that a service call is necessary” (JTAC Rept., vol. II, annex 
9, pp. 1-2). 

Gillett (Consulting Engineer) 

“While it is true that tropospheric transmission will reduce for a small por- 
tion of the time the service of the television stations to a somewhat smaller 
range than was originally expected, it is also true that in the fringe service areas 
thus affected, other types of interference have already degraded the service there 
to where the tropospheric interference may not be nearly as significant as the 
bare curves would indicate. 

“Also, this interference can be greatly minimized by synchronization, as has 
been shown by the RCA experiments. The rather extensive experiments which 
were carried out by the Bell System in the early 1930's show that the synchro 
nization of AM broadcasting stations would reduce the effect of cochannel inter- 
ference by a factor of about 20 decibels. * * * 

“Also, the normal dipole and reflector that will be used with the average 
receiver in the outer-service areas of a television station will have a directivity 
which will discriminate automatically against the undesired interfering signal by 
an amount between 6 and 12 decibels. Even higher discrimination is easily 
available from the better receiving antennas, as has been shown by Dr. Brown's 
one here” (tr. C—392). 


Goldsmith (Du Mont) 


“A number of interferences other than from adjacent or cochannel operation 
are present in areas where television receivers are now operating. The severity 
of such interferences will be increased when full occupancy exists under the 
allocation plan. Examples of these further interferences are the beats between 
stations widely separated in frequency resulting in intermediate frequency 
signals, image responses, local oscilator radiation and acceptance of intense 
direct signals through the circuits because of lack of shielding of critically sensi- 
tive parts. Many of these conditions can be greatly alleviated by more attention 
being given to the radio frequency tuned circuits of the receiver. Additional 
RF selectivity is highly desirable for many reasons and will be essential in 
receivers even though it substantially increases the technical complexity of 
future sets” (tr. 1508). 


Kaar (RMA) 

“(1) Signal strength to give satisfactory receiver performance. 

“(a) * * * It would thus appear that no less than the present FCC figure 
of 500 microvolts per meter should be provided for satisfactory pictures and 
that even this is only half enough in the high band of 174 megacycles to 216 
megacycles. 

“(b) In the presence of man-made interference, in metropolitan regions, 
the field strength must be increased above the 500 microvolt level. In general, 
it has been our experience that 5 millivolts is usually sufficient although not 
always. At a few locations the noise is so high that even 50 millivolts is insuf- 
ficient. Based on a rough estimate of the number of such situations, however, 
it is believed that 90 percent of the locations will receive satisfactory service 
with a 5 millivolt per meter field strength.” (JTAC Rept., vol. II, annex 16, pp. 
1-3.) 
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ANNEX J. TERRAIN EFFECTS IN THE PREDICTION OF SERVICE AREA 


Goldsmith (Du Mont) 


ie k € 


we find that the shadows of hills and buildings materially change 
the measured average field intensity from that calculated from the smooth earth 
predictions. Field strength values for 90 percent of the measurements made 
lie between the values predicted by theory and values 20 decibels lower than 
these. Some latitude should be allowed for this practical condition when choos 
ing safe allocation spacings for stations” (tr. C-—35). 

“* * * we definitely feel that a terrain factor and perhaps distribution factor 
as defined above should be considered in the methods of predicting service 
areas * * * (tr. C-37-38). 

“T should like to list here a few of these further major factors. The condition 
of the terrain surrounding a television station Causes the realizable field strength 
at the homes of the potential customers to depart widely from the smooth-earth 
ground-wave theoretical predictions both regarding service and interference 
An appropriate quantitative means of evaluating and applying a terrain factor is 
desirable” (tr. 1444). 


Lubcke (Don Lee) 


“Now, With respect to terrain, we find that the Commission's considerations 
are in general supported by our data and experiences. We have in the past 
made measurements in which we determined that California hills are 10 times 
as efficient barriers to VHF waves as New York buildings. And we find that the 
lower the carrier frequency the less effect a bill or a building has upon the 
possibility of proper image reception behind such a hill or building” (tr. C—47) 
Smith (Cornell) 

“We have here a brief study made by us as a result of examination of the data 
presented in one of the technical information division reports on study of terrain 
factors. The paper we are here commenting on concerns the effect of systematic 
terrain discrimination upon oppositely traveling very high frequency waves, and 
its influence upon permissible ratios of general levels of desired to undesired 
signals when potential interference areas lie in irregular terrain. 

“The current development of engineering standards for television allocation 
appears to be coming to an acceptance by engineers of 40 decibels as a ratio of 
desired to undesired signals for negligible video cochannel interference and 30 
decibels as a ratio for acceptable service. These ratios, when combined with 
attempts to protect ground wave 500 microwave contours from 10 percent tropos 
pheric signals, lead to the necessity for reduction of the number of station 
assignments on the presently available channels, Nos. 2 through 12, in line with 
the release of the Bureau of Engineering of the Federal Communications Commis 
sion dated November 18, 1948. In many cases the need for such severe deletion 
as there illustrated can be removed when the potential interference areas involve 
irregular terrain” (tr. C—86). 

“Conclusion: Full consideration of the above factors will operate greatly to the 
advantage of the rural listeners in irregular terrain by permitting more closely 
spaced stations on available channels. This necessarily results in a larger 
percentage of receiver locations unable to overcome local conditions in securing a 
minimum of multiple choice television service” (tr. C-—S9). 


ANNEX K. CARRIER SYNCHRONIZATION IN AN ALLOCATION PLAN 
Fink (JTAC) 

“Effects of carrier synchronization on interference. The JTAC has received 
information that the cochannel protection ratio of 40 debicels may be reduced by 
a substantial amount if the 2 television picture carriers are rigidly synchronized 
(tr. C-246) * * *. 

“The carriers of stations WNBT, New York, and WNBW, Washington, have 
been synchronized and the results observed at Princeton. A marked improvement 
in signal to interference ratio, estimated at approximately 15 debicels, has been 
noted on the viewing screen. If such a method were applied universally to all 
stations on the same channel in contiguous interference areas, the permissible 
interfering signal at points intermediate to the stations might be increased by 
approximately 15 decibels. This is class C figure (tr. C-247) * * *. 

“We come to the phase-synchronization of television carriers and our recom 
mendation concerning it. The benefits of phase-synchronization of television 
Station carriers appear to be so important that they should be considered as a 
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factor in allocations planning, despite the meager experience with the system. 
In particular it seems to JTAC that it would be unfortunate if an allocations plan 
were put into effect, in advance of reliable information on phase-synchronized 
carrier operation, which precluded utilizing the potential benefits of this method. 

“Experiments indicate that the interfering carrier may be increased by 15 
decibels relative to the desired carrier without incurring additional interference, 
when the phases of the 2 carriers are locked in a fixed relationship. 

“This is at present a class C estimate. There is some theoretical justification, 
not yet fully developed, for assuming that such an improvement might be ex- 
pected. If further experience shows that this 15 decibel increase in interfering 
signal strength may be a fact to be tolerated, the advantage gained in allocating 
stations is very substantial. In the illustrative examples in chapter VI, it reduces 
the minimum separation for 90 percent protected time from over 210 to 150 miles 
at 68 megacycles and to 168 miles at 195 megacycles. In fact, a separation not 
substantially different from that set up in the allocation prior to September 1943 
(150 miles) would become feasible, provided these examples turn out to be 
engineer conclusions” (tr. C-261-262). 


Kell (RCA) 

“Using the data presented in the FCC report Summary of Tropospheric Propa- 
gation Measurements and the Development of Empirical VHF Propagation Charts 
it would appear that for a 40-decibel desired to undesired signal ratio 90 percent 
of the time at the 500 microvolt per meter contour, a separation of 230 miles 
is required. 

“If an improvement of 10 times in voltage or 20 decibel due to synchronizing 
of the carriers is assumed the same interference will be obtained at 146 mile 
separation 90 percent of the time on the 500 microvolt per meter contour. Again, 
taking an improvement of 15 decibel the separation required is 164 miles to pro- 
teet the 500 microvolt per meter contour to a 40 decibel desired to undesired signal 
ratio on the same basis. 

“From a practical point of view the 146 or 164 mile separation may be con- 
sidered as 150 miles. On this basis it is believed that the field strength con- 
tours can be given the same protection with 150-mile separation with syn- 
chronous operation of the television stations as can be obtained with 230-mile 
separation and nonsynchronous operation” (tr. C-349). 


Siling (RCA) 

“RCA Laboratories has developed a system of synchronizing the carrier fre- 
quency of cochannel television stations. We believe this system holds much 
promise of valuable results to the television industry : 

“(a) In minimizing the effects of tropospheric interference, 
“(b) In making possible a greater service area for individual television 
stations, and 
“(c) In permitting a larger number of television stations in the VHF 
band, 
that we recommend it for consideration by the Commission in making its chan- 
nel allocations” (tr. C-820). 

“We feel that the interest of the public in the maximum utilization of the 12 
VHF channels will best be served if the Commission will promptly lift the ‘freeze’ 
and make its assignments upon the basis of protecting the 2 mv/m contour 
of metropolitan stations for not less than 90 percent of the time. The service 
areas of such stations would be extended to approximately the 500 uv/m con- 
tour for not less than 90 percent of the time by the use of synchronization of car- 
riers, where it is necessary for adequate service. When this is done the stations 
should be protected to the 500 uv/m contour. Such an extension of the service 
area would have the advantage of making television available to a larger part 
of the rural population of the United States” (tr. C-820-321). 

“Mr. ALLEN. In your recommendation (3) on page 5, that television stations 
he protected to the 2 microvolt contour for not less than 90 percent of the time 
without synchronization of the carriers, or to the 500 uv/m contour for not less 
than 90 percent of the time with synchronization, do these figures agree with 
Mr. Fink’s 15 decibel’ It would seem to me his 15 decibel wouldn’t make quite 
this much improvement” (tr. C-823-524). 

“Mr. String. These are based on, first of all, not 15 decibel, but a ratio of 20 
to 1, that would be 20 decibels, so there would be some difficulty, but taking 
the Commission's curves they are based on 20 decibels. 

“Mr. ALLEN. Rather than 15? 
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“Mr. Stiina. Yes, sir. And I think represent approximately the proper dis 
tances” (tr. C324) 

Mr. GoLtpsMirH. Have you arrived at some corresponding safe mileage sepa 
ration on the basis of these several separations? What sort of mileage would 
il be ’ 

“Mr. Smuine. Roughly speaking this would bring it practically to about 150 miles 


eparation between stations, cochannel stations tr. C-828). 
Allen (FCC) 

“For synchronized operation, a 150-mile spacing is approximately equal to the 
210-mile unsynchronized, if you assume that a synchronized ratio of 20 to 1 is 
satisfactory.” Proceedings of the NAB Engineering Conference, April 7-9, 


1949, page 339 


ANNEX I USE OF CARRIER OFFSET IN AN ALLOCATION PLAN 


[No testimony or exhibits were submitted at the allocations hearings or 
engineering conferences with respect to the use of carrier offset as a means of 
reducing interference. In recent weeks, however, the trade publications have 
earried accounts of experimentation that has been conducted on carrier offset 
and of the results that have been obtained. Excerpts or summaries of these 
accounts are hereinafter set forth in chronological order. ] 

“In its hunt for interference-reducers, RCA is currently experimenting with 
separating cochanne!l stations by half of line frequency (about 8 ke.). It has no 
conclusions yet, nay have some in a few weeks, If system works well, it would 
have some advantages over synchronization in that no intermediate station or 
phone line would be needed.” (Television Digest and FM Reports, vol. 5, No. 16 
Apr. 16. 1949.) 

“A system of off-frequency cochannel television assignments has been developed 
by RCA labs which its exponents are confident will reduce interference at 
least as well as synchronization, without synchronization’s extra expense 

“Not yet formally announced because work is still in progress, the plan is 
believed capable of permitting cochannel operations at spacings of approximately 
150 miles—the separation FCC aimed at in its original allocation 

“Dr. C. B. Jolliffe, executive vice president in charge of RCA labs, told Broad 
casting that the heart of the plan is to stagger the carrier frequencies of co 
chaunel stations by about one-half the line frequency. Thus, he said, the 
venetian-blind pattern arising from mutual interference is reduced to about the 
width of a scanning line, and disappears. 

“Dr. Jolliffe said the new system has been in operation on RCA-NBC'’s WNBT 
(TV) New York and WNBW (TV) Washington for about 2 months. The results, 
he said, are fully as good as were obtained hy the exact synchronization of the 
two stations’ frequencies in earlier tests.” (Broadcasting, January 3.) 

“Tf utilized by the Commission, the system would pose no extra cost for broad 
casters. FCC’s assignment producers would specify the exact carrier frequency 
to be used—about 8,000 to 10,000 cyeles apart for cochannel operations—and 
station operators would buy the crystals they need, just as they do now. 

“Cost of producing units similar to those used in the previous synchronization 
tests has been estimated at about $5,000. 

“Tf 150-mile separation for cochannel stations is shown to be feasible, FCC 
could salvage much of the allocation plan which many authorities regarded as 
doomed by tropospheric interference effects. In many instances, however, 
the allocation provided for spacings narrower than the goal of 150 miles for 
cochannels and 75 for adjacent channels. * * *” (Broadcasting, p. 31, May 23, 
1949). 

“ ‘Offset carrier’ system of cochannel interference reduction (vol. 5:16—-19) 
was due to start this weekend between Boston’s WBZ-TYV, Schenectady’s WRGB, 
New York’s WNBT. After watching it work between Detroit-Cleveland and 
New York-Washington, RCA has definitely shelved synchronization. Offset 
is said to give improvement of 20 decibels, compared with 15 decibels for syn- 
chronization—without the expense and complexity. CBS was sufficiently im 
pressed with system to order new crystal, will shortly offset New York's 
WCBS-TV from Baltimore’s WMAR-TYV, on channel 2” (Television Digest 
and FM rep., vol. 5, No. 28, June 4, 1949). 

“Closer spacing of television stations on the same channel, or at least a reduc- 
tion in cochannel interference, may develop from the displaced carrier or off- 
frequency technique, judging from results of experiments at FCC's Laurel, 
Md., laboratory. 
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“In a demonstration of the off-frequency method, the laboratory last Monday 
showed how interference is reduced. * * * 

“The FCC's tests of offset carrier technique to reduce cochannel interference 
supported findings of RCA (Broadcasting, May 23), in the opinion of a number 
of engineers who watched the Laurel demonstration. 

“Edward W. Chapin, chief of the FCC Laboratories Division, directed Monday’s 
tests. © * © 

“When normal AM video and offset AM were compared, with the same ratio 
of desired-to-undesired signal, the offset or displaced technique revealed a 
vastly better signal. Most observers said the improvement was at least 5 to 1” 
(Broadcasting, p. 40, June 13, 1949). 

“By on ‘offset carrier’ operation authorized by FCC, WCBS-TV New York and 
WMAR-TYV Baltimore have extended their interference-free viewing areas by 
10 miles, according to a claim by William B. Lodge, CBS vice president and 
general director of engineering. 

“The change went into effect June 16 and by the next morning viewers sent 
in unsolicited reports expressing gratification at the improvement, it was said, 

“The operation involved a slight shifting of the station frequency, so slight, 
however, as not to affect the tuning of receivers. Until the change, both stations, 
which are on channel 2, maintained their frequencies precisely in step. Now 
they differ approximately 6,200 cycles—only a tiny percentage of channel 2’s 
band of 6,000,000 cycles” (Broadcasting, p. 47, June 27, 1949). 

“Use of offset carrier to reduce TV interference, increase coverage (vol. 5: 16 
et seq.) begins to look almost like a network operation. All reports we've 
received so far are extremely good. If FCC’s new allocation proposed to delete 
many vhf channels from major cities, you can expect major argument from 
applicants claiming offset can save channels. On channel 4, following stations 
are now offset—either 10.5 kilocycles up, 10.5 kilocycles down, or on frequency : 
Boston’s WBZ-TV, down; Schenectady’s WRGB, up; New York’s WNBT, on; 
Lancaster’s WGAL-—TV, up; Washington’s WNBW, down; Cleveland’s WNBK, 
up; Detroit’s WWJ-TV, on; Chicago’s WNBQ, down. On channel 2, New York’s 
WCBS-TYV and Baltimore’s WMAR-'TV report 10-plus miles extension of cover- 
age for each through offset. Both say they received unsolicited calls from 
enthusiastic viewers the morning after start of operation June 16” (Television 
band of 6,000,000 cycles” (Broadcasting, p. 47, June 27, 1949). 


ANNEX M. COCHANNEL AND ADJACENT CHANNEL INTERFERENCE PROTECTION RATIOS 


Adair (consulting engineer) 

“* * * it is my opinion that 100 to 1 is very idealistic at the present time, 
particularly with respect to the ghosts that are being experienced in the very 
high frequency band and with respect to the channel limitations particularly 
caused by the coaxial cable networks, that to set 100 to 1 as the basis of allo- 
cation at this time is a little impractical. 

“I believe that not more than 50 to 1 would be required to provide the same 
order of service that we are receiving from other sources” (tr. 1709). 

Fink (JTAC) 

“Cochannel interference protection ratios. The RMA Television Systems Sub- 
committee TS-3 received unanimous agreement in the replies to its questionnaire 
(annex 7) that the cochannel interference protection ratio would be 100-to-1 
(40 decibels) in field strength, as is now established in the Commission’s rules” 
(tr. C-244). 

“Adjacent channel protection ratios. The adjacent channel protection ratio 
(desired to undesired signal strength ratio) specified in the Commission’s rules 
is 2 to 1, or 6 decibels” (tr. C—247). 

“The FCC rule specifying 6-decibels protection is adequate on the lower ad- 
jacent channel and more than adequate on the upper adjacent channel. These 
figures have class B reliability” (tr. C-248-249). 

“Mr. Fink, for explanation on that point, take channels A, B, and C, if you 
want to put a station on channel B the interference ratio with respect to channel 
A being low, you would have to have 6 decibels, but with respect to channel C 
it would be zero decibels? 

“Mr. Fink. That is right. 

“Mr. PLorkin. When you look at it from C’s point of view wouldn’t C need 
6 decibels? 

“Mr. FINK. Very definitely. If there is no choice in a case like that ob- 
viously the higher protection ratio must be adopted but we believe that there 
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ire places where this tolerance of 6 decibels could make the difference of getting 
one more station in” (tr. C-249). 


Goldsmith (DuMont) 


“However, to be practical, we feel that the 100 to 1 signal strength ratio is 
probably adequate” (tr. C-38). 

“We feel that the adjacent channel ratio at the receiver input terminals 
may safely be reduced to 1 to 1 for allocation purposes but we do not believe 
that adjacent channel operation in the same service area is practical because 
of the signal distribution due to the terrain factor” (tr. C-38). 


Guy (TBA) 

“We have 100 to 1 as the standard for desired to undesired signal intensity 
is our yardstick. That yardstick in the opinion of T. B. A. might be modified 
to advantage (tr.1783) * * *. 

“In other words, 50 to 1 may be an acceptable picture, although the inter- 
ference may be visible to a slight degree. That would mean that the area sub- 
ject to interference would be very substantially reduced” (tr. 1694). 


Kear (ABC) 


“The next item has to do with the 100-to-1 ratio on cochannel protection . I 
don’t believe there is any intent of the Commission or industry to set up this 
100-to-1 ratio as any sacred number. However, I believe it was adopted after 
careful consideration by a committee appointed for that purpose, and at that 
time it no doubt represented an adequate ratio of protection. 

“It is quite possible that nowadays with more knowledge of propagation 
conditions and the operation of receivers and the tolerance values which viewers 
may have, that this ratio should be changed. 

“However, I do not believe it should be changed until a study has been made, 
which could be made by the engineering department of the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission, to determine whether any reason exists for amendment of 
that ratio” (tr. 1886). 


Kaar (RMA) 


“100-to-1 ratio of wanted to unwanted signal should be provided in the ‘allo- 
cation plan against cochannel interference. This is 40 decibels previously 
deemed satisfactory for random noise * * * the regular pattern formed by 
carriers beating together is much more annoying than evenly distributed inter- 
ference of the noise type. The beating carriers cause a venetian blind pattern 
on the picture. A 720 cycle carrier frequency difference would cause a pattern 
having 12 slats. 

“The protection ratio against interference on adjacent channels is based on 
the selectivity provided by receivers of practical and economic designs. 

“(a) With respect to interference in the upper adjacent channel, the ratio 
of fields strength may be 1 to 1. 

“(b) With respect to interference in the lower adjacent channel, the ratio 
of field strengths should be 2 to 1 in favor of the desired channel” (JTAC rept., 
vol. II, annex 16, pp. 1-3). 


ANNEX N. ADJACENT CHANNEL INTERFERENCE 
Fine (FCC) 

“If we glance at figure 1 we see that the rate of degradation is much more 
rapid for the adjacent channel than the cochannel station. For example, if say 
the 2 mil contour were specified as the protected contour, an adjacent channel 
would cause much more havoc to the service beyond that protected contour than 
a cochannel station, and for that reason it might be wise to specify the limi- 
tations to be protected. For example, we might say that the 2 mil contour 
must not be invaded by the 10 percent interference signal and the 1 mil contour 
should not be invaded by, sey, the 50 percent interference signal. 

“The second basic proposal is that each interference should be treated in- 
dividually. It is shown here that the interferences are practically additive. If 
two stations are causing interference to the desired station the total interference 
is practically the sum of the two” (tr. C-237-238). 


Gillett (consulting engineer) 


“As for adjacent channel interference, my viewpoint has always been that that 
is largely controllable by receiver set design, and that factor therefore is subject 
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to improvement as time goes on and as the requirements are imposed on the 
receiver manufacturers to do it. 

“As pointed out yesterday, the manufacturers will get by with as poor discrim- 
ination as they can economically do, and I think adjacent channel interference 
is not in the same order of weight that co-channel interference is” (tr. C-395). 
Goldsmith (Du Mont) 


“Use of exhibit L, which is the family of loci of points at which the radius of 
desired signal to interfering signal is 2 to 1 for adjacent channel metropolitan 
Stations would indicate on the map that many areas would be subject to inter- 
ference of this magnitude of 2 to 1 well within the 500 uv/m contour, and in some 
cases, even within the 5,000 uv/m contour. We feel that this 2-to-1 factor may 
be pessimistic provided the best design considerations are given to television 
receivers. If the television receiver has good selectivity in its intermediate 
frequency tuned circuits, then it can reject adjacent channel signals at a ratio 
where the desired signal to the interfering signal is 1 to 8. 

“IT am not suggesting a change in that 2-to-1 factor, but I am saying that we 
would have some leeway for safety in that particular factor” (tr. 1502). 

Kear (ABC) 
“Answer. That is correct. There is another thing we should bring out. That 


is an adjacent channel operation in which event the tropospheric effect is far less 
important than it is on cochannel” (tr. 1415). 


Kell (RCA) 


“Mr. PLOTKIN. How about adjacent channel problems? 
“Mr. Key. I do not believe there are any” (tr. C-366). 


Siling (RCA) 


“In general it has been our experience that adjacent channel interference is 
not anywhere near the same factor as the cochannel interference and is more 
probably corrected by receiver design, whereas we cannot Correct cochannel 
interference by that method. That is, I think we are a little bit more concerned 
about cochannel interference for that reason” (tr. C-826). 


ANNEX 0. DIRECTIONAL TRANSMITTING ANTENNAS IN AN ALLOCATION PLAN 


Adair (consulting engineer) 


“This difficulty can be minimized by the judicious use of directional antennas 
and by allocating power according to the needs of the area and of the areas of 
other stations which would be affected thereby” (tr. 1708). 


Bailey (consulting engineer) 


“As far as directional antennas are concerned the standards now provide for 
them I believe in both FM and television. They reflect a certain amount of our 
AM thinking. I call attention to the fact that it is required that it be specified 
the relative phasing amplitudes of currents in the elements, and you may recollect 
that Mr. Alford was at a loss to give that type of information, the type of antenna 
he proposed. I think we ought to make those flexible enough so it will cover 
almost any type. I am recommending that we do not in the standards eliminate 
now the possibility of directional antennas. I think it should be kept, that enough 
leeway be put in to allow for any reasonable proposal which is thought of. 

“Now, in the discussion of directional antennas, and this is not a new thought, 
I think JTAC advanced it, but I have considered it for some time, there are two 
Ways to fit them into an allocation picture. One is.to see if by the use of 
directionals, if you are going to set up your allocation ahead of time, you cannot 
get a few more stations in by putting directionals back to back, protecting each 
other, getting these values down to where they will not be interfered with. 
It is a method which might apply, it was a method which I think TBA proposed 
at one time on the eastern seaboard in order to make what they felt was better 
use of the channels. It has one fault and that is, as can be seen in the presenta- 
tion last summer, the use of a directional antenna in television requires an 
availability of a site and proper direction, that the energy be distributed properly 
over the city, that there not be reflecting points which will cause a lot of radiated 
energy to be reflected back into the protected area, and it is quite a job to fit it in. 

“The alternative is to go ahead and build your plant on a nondirectional basis, 
raising it, perhaps, to saturation, which will soon happen, I am sure, no matter 
what we decide, and then leave it to the person who desires to add a facility 
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to prove that he will not seriously affect the other stations planned for or 
existing, and the Commission can, as they have many times, then weigh, if there 
is a little damage, the good versus the damage. * * * 

“Weighing the two I would recommend taking the latter course, that is, build- 
ing up your plant on a nondirectional basis and let the directionals come in 
where they can. For instance, I would hesitate to tell a place like Scranton, 
or Wilkes-Barre, that they have to use a directional which radiates north, west, 
and southeast. It might not be the proper way. Therefore I think the latter 
would be more desirable” (tr. C—107-110). 

Brown (RCA) 

“Mr. ALLEN. Have you any remarks to make with regard to directional 
antennas? 

“Mr. Brown. For transmitting? 

“Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 

“Mr. Brown. Well, I personally feel this way. We all know that directional 
antennas have been uSed in these frequencies, they have been used during the 
war for radar purposes. I don’t regard directional antennas at these frequen- 
cies as anything very mysterious, they are things that can be built. 

“I suppose that on the matter of directional antennas for these frequencies 
I would regard the problem something like this. I would have not the slightest 
hesitation now in feeling that I could design rather easily directional trans- 
mitting antennas with, let’s say a 10-to-1 suppression. By that I mean 10 to 1 
down in voltage from what we would get from an r.m.s. pattern. As we go 
into.the thing we are going to have to get engineering experience. 

“IT would find it difficult to say that 10 to 1 is what we can do and 20 to 1 
is what we cannot do. As we begin to go down to suppression of the order 
of, maybe, 50 to 100 to 1, those are the things we have to learn by experience, 
we are going to have to learn about all these factors that have been mentioned— 
eflections from buildings that may get back to the service area, there may be 
changes in those reflections at times of the year, say a hill may give a different 
sort of reflection in the winter or summer—those are things we are going to 
have to learn about. 

“As to problems of monitoring directional antennas, which has been mentioned, 
I think it was mentioned yesterday, I haven’t any concrete thought to offer, but 
I would like to say that in the broadcast station directional antenna you have 

ground system that you are using as part of your system, most of these high 
frequency antennas are built on a pole, they may be a tube, may be some sort 
of sheet radiator, there are those factors that might make a change, icing prob- 
ably will do things—those are things that are subject to correction. But I 
don’t feel that we have quite the change at the antenna that we may experience 
in the broadcast directional antennas, and I don’t look at the problem of di- 
rectional antennas as, should we say, at least the problem as far as the manu- 
facturing is concerned, the installation, I don’t look at it as anything but a 
straightforward engineering problem” (tr. C-376—377). 

Duttera (NBC) 

“After an examination of tropospheric propagation standards and a review 
of protection to be afforded the service area of individual television stations, 
we believe it will be found that additional allocations in some areas can only 
be made in the public interest by the utlization of directional antennas. Until 
these standards are set up, the separation of metropolitan stations should not 
be less than 150 miles on a cochannel basis and 75 miles on an adjacent channel 
basis. When lesser separations occur, the same protection should be afforded 
existing stations by reduction of the effective radiated power of the proposed 
stations, by adjustment of its height, bv the use of a directional antenna, or 
a combination of these. We therefore believe that the Commission should adopt 
suitable standards for the use of directional antennas” (tr. 1755). 

Fink (JTAC) 

“Transmitting antennas having horizontal directivity are considered prac- 
ticable and should be used in particular instances where they can be shown to 
afford protection to other stations without unwarranted reduction of the in- 
tended service. However, it is suggested that the use of directive antennas 
be confined to assignments in particular situations warranting their use, and 
that their use should not be taken as a basis for setting up the basic allocation 
to television and FM broadcasting stations. * * * 

“Vhe remarks regarding directive antennas are based on Class A information” 
(tr. C54). (See also, tr. C-261.) 
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Gillett (consulting engineer) 

“Mr. Borse. Do you have any suggestions with regard to these directive 
antennas? 

“Mr. GILLerr. Why should we cut our throats and not take advantage of all 
the technical tools we have? 

“Mr. Borse. What would you suggest as reasonable limits? 

“Mr. GILLeTr. Well, at the present stage of the art I would think that a 10 
decibel reduction between maximum and minimum would be a safe limit to con- 
sider. There are a few cases like the Detroit-Cleveland area where perhaps 
greater directivity would be warranted if it can be obtained. You are there 
faced with the situation already existent and you have to go as full out as you 
can to clean it up * * * (tr. C-402). * * * 

“Mr. ALLEN. One further question on that. Your idea on directional antennas 
is that they should be used in specific instances where an improvement would be 
made, or should an allocation plan include the required directional antennas in 
specific cities or areas? 

“Mr. GILLETT. If the gain is large, for instance, certain seacoast areas, I don’t 
see why we shouldn't require it. That would depend essentially on the popula- 
tion distribution of the area in question” (tr. C-403). 


Goldsmith (Du Mont) 

“The use of directional antennas for the broadcast station and for receivers 
promises relief under some circumstances where interference would otherwise 
be quite extensive with regard to both cochannel and adjacent channel operation. 
Television receiver design improvements may contribute substantially to relief 
of certain interference conditions. Appropriate choice of intermediate frequency 
selectivity and adequate radio frequency selectivity are important factors con- 
cerning receivers which will allow for the most efficient utilization of broadcast 
channels” (tr. 1446). 

“Directional antennas at the transmitting site may prove beneficial in serving 
areas of congested population where there is a scarcity of available channels. 
The combination of directional antennas with appropriate natural terrain dis- 
tribution can readily provide some protection from interference” (tr. 1502). 


Guy (TBA) 

“T. B. A. takes the position that the Commission should revise their policy 
with respect to directional antennas to permit their use, if not to encourage it. 

“I see no reason why directional antennas for television cannot be developed 
and manufactured just like any other piece of television equipment. We feel 
that when there is a demand for such antennas they will become available. 

“We feel that by the use of directional antennas it will probably be possible 
to make grants in a number of instances where it would not be possible to other- 
wise make them without causing destructive intereference” (tr. 1780). 


Herbst (RCA) 

Regarding high gain and directional antennas, RCA has completed the develop- 
ment work on such equipment and is in the position to supply such radiating 
systems on order. The realizable power gain of omnidirectional antennas is 
in the order of 20:1 the directional patterns available are an offset circular 
pattern, cardioid pattern, and bidirectional pattern. The ratio of the power 
radiated in the direction of the maximum and in the direction of the null is in 
the order of 10:1. The advantages of both the high gain provided by vertical 
directivity and the directional characteristics in the horizontal plane may be 
incorporated in one antenna structure” (JTAC Rept., vol. II, annex 11D, p. 1). 


Kear (ABC) 

“I think * * * we should take into account the possibility of employment of 
directional antennas at some time when we have found they are practicable 
and we may find when Mr. Goldsmith testified; I am not passing judgment on 
that—use the directional to reduce the interference in the television spectrum 
the same as we have in the standard broadcast * * * (tr. 1405). * * * 

“The American Broadcasting Co. favors the use of directional antennas for 
television stations where such use would provide more adequate use of the spec- 
trum space. We feel, however, that they do need proving so far as their design 
is concerned, before any indiscriminate licensing of stations with directional 
antennas is undertaken. One or two pilot installations might well be authorized 
and the procedure determined from their operation which could be followed in 
later general procedure for use of directional antennas, should the Commission 
decide that such action is desirable” (tr. 1885). 
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Lodge (CBS) 

“Consistent with our viewpoint that there should be the maximum number of 
signals available, we recommend that the engineering standards provide for the 
use of directional transmitting antennas” (tr. 1816). 


Lubcke (Don Lee) 

“As to horizontal directivity, it has been our experience in using a horizontally 
directive antenna since 1940 that a horizontal directivity of a few times, such 
as 2, 8, or 4 is practicable, unless it is necessary to service, we might say, import- 
ant segments of the public behind hills, or, in other words, located in transverse 
valleys” (tr. C-48). 


Poppvele (TBA) 

“(4) Directional antenna: The Television Broadcasters Association urgently 
recommends that the Commission immediately review in general the question 
of directional antenna for television broadcast purposes and its own policy with 
regard thereto (tr. 1420). 

“If there were not other ways in which television stations could be allocated 
to additional cities and towns, there would seem to be no doubt that the 
proposed assignments would be in the public interest. However, the operation 
of these additional stations on a nondirectional basis, with many of the separa 
tions as proposed, is quite similar to the operation of standard, regional, broad 
casting stations with nondirectional antennas, This does not mean that the 
service areas of the television stations would be reduced to the same extent as 
would the service areas of the standard regional stations operating nondirec 
tionally, but, rather, that the problem of protection of video stations is not 
greatly unlike the same problem which regional stations have faced in standard 
broadeast for years. Economically, the investment of a television station in a 
directional antenna is in a far smaller ratio in comparison with the total cost 
of the television plant and in comparison with television operating expenses, 
than is a directional antenna for a standard broadcast station. The problei of 
obtaining a suitable location for a directionalized television operation should 
be much less complicated than is the same location problem for a regional 
station, principally because such a television station requires only sufficient land 
for the erection of a tower and a transmitted building, while the regional 
standard broadcast station requires acres of land in order to erect a multiplicity 
of towers and install an adequate ground system. In areas of irregular terrain, 
the regional station must also find rather extensive cleared plots of ground 
which have no great terrain irregularities and which are purchasable. It there- 
fore seems reasonable that full consideration should be given to the practicability 
of directional antennas in television allocation matters, and that because of 
the possible use of these antennas it is entirely feasible to provide adequate 
protection to areas in which the program service of other stations would not be 
replaceable” (tr. 1480-1482). 

Siling (RCA) 

“We suggest that the Commission require the use of directional transmitting 
antennas where such use wil permit the operation of new stations without im 
pairment of the public service capabilities of existing stations. The use of 
such antennas would make possible the operation of television stations which 
would not otherwise be practicable. If directional transmitting antennas are 
authorized, the allocation plan itself should, of course, be based on the use of 
such antennas, where practical” (tr. C-321). 


Kaar (RMA) 


oer 


Mhe use of directional transmitting antennas should be permitted in order 
to provide more effective coverage and to minimize the nuisance field in the 
direction of a cochannel station” (JTAC Rept., vol. II, annex 16, pp. 1-3) 


ANNEX P. DIRECTIONAL RECEIVING ANTENNAS AS A SAFETY FACTOR IN AN ALLOCATION 
PLAN 
Brown (RCA) 


“There has been some discussion during these hearings * * * on whether 
directional antennas for receiving should be used in allocation. As Mr. Siling 
indicated, we believe that synchronization, proper spacing of stations should 
be used in an allocation plan, and we look on the receiving antennas, directional 
receiving antennas, as an additional insurance, the factor that takes care some- 
what of our engineering guesses on the other factors, and again I say we ao 
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not believe it should be used in the allocation plan as a governing factor, because 
one can easily cite instances where directional antennas just don’t do any good, 
because of the relations of the stations and the person at the receiver” (tr. 
C-366-367 ). 

Fink (JTAC) 

“Receiving antennas having horizontal directivity are likewise practicable and 
may be employed by the public to avoid interference in many stations, particu- 
larly in locations collinear with the desired and interfering stations. But in 
situations where interference may be experienced from more than one direction, 
and particularly where the desired and interfering stations lie in nearly the 
saine direction, their utility is much reduced. In any event, it is the conviction 
of JTAC that the allocation should not rely on the possible use by the public 
of highly directive receiving antennas” (tr. C—54). 

Goldsmith (Du Mont) 

“The television receiving antenna can serve to minimize, in many cases, the 
interference which would be indicated by use of the cochannel and adjacent 
channel curves shown on the transparent charts of exhibits K, L, and M. At 
Cleveland, for example, parts of the interference areas would receive service in 
spite of signals from Detroit because, generally speaking, the dipole antennas 
would be directed toward Cleveland and would be end on for a minimum signal 
reception from Detroit” (tr. 1504). 


Kear (ABC) 

“So the problem of receiving antennas is one which must be preserved for 
elimination of ghosts and for satisfactory service in the receiver, and I think not 
considered in connection with protection of cochannel stations” (tr. 1412). 
Lodge (CBS) 

“There are two I have in mind. First * * * if the receiving antenna were 
directional in nature, that a closer spacing would be feasible?’ (tr. 1696). 

“TI was only trying to bring out that if directional antennas were used at the 
home receiver, some of the people who where listed as not receiving service in 
your data might be able to improve their situation * * *” (tr. 1697). 

Siling (RCA) 

“High-gain directional television receiving antennas with high front-to-back 
ratios are now available. Since the receiving antenna is an element of television 
service not under the control of the Commission, it cannot, of course, be used 
directly as one of the bases for an allocation plan. Nevertheless, such antennas 
are very effective in eliminating interference and constitute an important safety 
factor for whatever allocation plan may be determined. It is suggested that the 


Commission may wish to recommend the use of such receiving antennas as one 
means of neutralizing interference in troublesome fringe areas” (tr. C—321). 


ANNEX Q. COMPARISON OF COVERAGE ON CHANNELS 2 TO 6 AND 7 TO 13 VERSUS THE 
EQUAL POWER CONCEPT FOR ALL STATIONS IN THE SAME CITY 


Kear (ABC) 

“The following conclusions may be drawn from the results of the foregoing 
tests * * *%, 

“First, the voltage delivered across the receiver input terminals for a given 
installation varies considerably with frequency. * * * A given field intensity 
on the low channels will produce substantially greater receiver terminal voltages 
than the same field intensity on the high channels, when reasonable, practical, 
and properly insalled receiving antennas are used, * * * 

“Second, the radials made generally north of New York show a tendency for 
channel 5 to establish a more nearly uniform field and to be less affected by rise 
and fall of the terrain. * * * 

“On the basis of the foregoing observations it is believed that further con- 
sideration and study should be given to the meaning of field intensity insofar 
as it affects service on the television channels. On the basis of these observa- 
tions, it can be concluded that provision should be made for equalizing the 
service on the various channels” (tr. 82-84). 


Kirchner (consulting engineer) 


Kirchner compared the voltage at the receiver terminals on channel 4 and 
channel 11 in New York to determine what power increase would be required on 
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channel 11 to make the coverage equivalent to that given by channel 4 (tr. 
C-220-221). After plotting the measurements, he found that power increases for 
channel 11 of up to 100 times would be required to bring the voltage at dipole 
terminals equal to channel 4 in the 1- to 2-mile sector (tr, C-221). In the 5 
to 10-mile sector a power increase of approximately 10 times would be required 
(tr. C-221). From 10 to 40 miles, power increases of perhaps 8 times would be 
required to obtain equal voltage at the dipole terminals (tr. C-222). For 70 
percent of the median sectors to give equivalent dipole voltage, a power increase 
of 11 times would be required, and for 50 percent of all sectors to give equivalent 
dipole toltage, a power increase of 9 times would be required (tr. C—222). 

Fink (JTAC) 

“There is a footnote to the effect that we are using in this report the customary 
units for denoting service contours and field intensities, namely microvolts per 
meter or millivolts per meter. The IRE Wave Propagation Committee has 
brought to the attention of JTAC the opinion that these units are not particularly 
well suited to allocations problems, particularly for services covering a wide 
inge of frequencies, and in addition to the record here the suggestion was 
made that a unit of power density, such as watts per square meter, or watts 
per square wavelength, would be a more appropriate and more suitable unit to 

easurement, in that it would minimize variations in reception conditions which 
ccur With frequency if microvolts per meter is used. 

JTAC, however, does not wish to inject that change at this time, for very 
obvious reasons. We do feel, however, that it will be a very pertinent matter 
for discussion in the future, and possibly before the standards are written 

tr. C-241). 

‘The FCC value of 500 microvolts per meter is shown to be satisfactory for 

e low-band channels 2 through 6, but on the low side for the high-band channels 

through 12” (tr. C—242). 

“The requirement for higher field strengths on the high band channels and in 
the presence of ignition interference may justify the establishment of a higher 
value than 500 microvolts per meter (tr. C—243). 

“The signal strength for suburban-rural television service on channels 7 
hrough 13 should be somewhat greater than that for channel 2 through 6. 
\ value between 500 and 1,000 microvolts is recommended for channels 7 
through 138” (tr. C—260). 


I 


Gillett (consulting enginecr) 

“The measurements introduced by Mr. Ring for WPIX, Dr. Kear for WJZ—TV 
ind Dr, Brown's earlier measurements confirm our measurements at WATV as 
ell as fundamental studies which show that if the basic concept incorporated 
n the present allocation at the television stations on the various channels in 
given metropolitan area shall have an equal service range, we will have to 
bandon the equal power limit for these stations. 

“Our studies indicate that the service areas can be approximately equalized 
the stations are granted effective powers increasing with frequency so that 
they deliver an equal field strength per wavelength at the outer service limit 

the stations. This approximation apparently fits quite well the sum of all the 
factors entering into the result and has the very real advantage for regulatory 
purposes that it is easily defined and understood (tr. C-390) * * * 

“Mr. ALLEN. Now, your recommendation includes not setting a particular 
power assignment but that the power should go up with the frequency so as to 
nclute approximately the same service radius. 

“Mr. Guerr. Yes. If you are going to maintain the coneept on which the 
allocation was apparently based, that the various stations in a given area should 
have the same service area, then the measurements which we have made of 
WATYV and others introduced here, shows that you must give the high frequency 
Stations much more power relatively. That is due to the fact that the grazing 


f 


nfluence is much larger—the effects of trees and buildings, is much larger. And 
measurements of WATV show many such examples of differences along a tree 
lined avenue as compared with open terrain. So you can’t just blast through 


nd get anything like the same coverage as the lower frequencies 

“Mr. Borese. That would mean that the high band stations would have some 
thing like ten times the power of low band stations? 

“Mr. Giuttetr. That is right. You will have to do that if you are going. to give 
hem the same service area (tr. C-399-400) * * * 


48550-—54 7 
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“Mr. Bogese, In other words, you would think that before we raise the power 
permitted on the lower channel beyond 50 kilowatts, we should wait until we 
get 50 kilowatts on the higher band? 

“Mr. Gitterr, Yes, or whether you allow the high band to go up to antenna 
height under the present rules to get increased coverage by increasing their 
antenna height. There are other ways of getting power. Also, it is easier to 
get high gain on the higher frequencies. So the effective power, not the trans- 
mitting power must be increased (tr.C-401) * * * 

“Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gillett, in correcting for this apparent lesser coverage on 
the higher band, would it be your opinion as a matter of procedure that the 
Commission might abide by its present 4/3 earth curve in the standards and 
apply this field correction with frequency that you have, or that the Commission 
should try to establish a different set of curves which included the frequency 
effect in the propagation curve? 

“Mr. Griterr. Well, actually we arrived at the approximation on the assump- 
tion that the present curves would continue to be used. And if you change your 
curves, then you will have to change your correction factor to correspond, if 
the change is large enough. We are not advocating that this is good to the 
second decimal point, or a significant figure. I question whether regulatory 
practices should be based on the second significant figure for the most part. 

“Mr. ALLEN. As a simple procedure, then, you feel it would be equally satis- 
factory to maintain the present curves and then use a correction factor, in other 
words, as you have suggested here? 

“Mr. Gruiterr. Use a Butcher factor to make up for it. After all, they are 
not very close to the facts. Whatever they do, they are computed on an average 
condition that doesn’t fit the individual condition too closely (tr. C-410) * * *. 

“Mr. Herrernan. Mr. Gillett, I would like to go back to your. Butcher 
factor for a moment. You mentioned the ignition and diathermy interference. 

“Mr. GILLETT. Yes. 

“Mr. HEFFERNAN. In determining what your Butcher factor should be, I 
take it you would agree that that kind of interference to which the lower channels 
are more subject than the upper channels, is one of the factors that ought to be 
taken into consideration; is that right? 

“Mr. Gittetr. Oh, sure. I don’t advocate being blind to any facts” (tr. 
C416). 


Wilmotie (consulting engineer) 


“There has been some discussion on this equality of area problem, on the 
principle that all the stations covering a particular town should have all the 
same service. Mr, Gillett pointed out that in order to do that it would be neces- 
sary for the higher frequency stations to have more power than the lower fre- 
quency stations. At the same time he said that the maximum power available 
should be used at all frequencies. Since the liklihood is that the equipment is 
likely to be more difficult to produce for high power at high frequencies than at 
low frequencies, there is a contradiction in the proposal. I should have asked 
Mr. Gillett his opinion at that time but I did not think about it until after- 
ward. However, it leads to this: 

“It seems to me that it should be pointed out to the Commission that if they 
retain the principle that the engineering interpretation of equal area for all the 
stations, means that the public will receive the minimum service that can be 
obtained over the frequency band and over various conditions such as the owner- 
ship of a high tower, or the ownership of a high building. 

“That, I think, is the engineering presentation, and separated from the social 
aspect as to the relative merits to the American public of reducing the degree 
of competition. The point should be presented I think clearly that the principles 
imply a minimum service and not a maximum service” (tr. C-516—-517). 


ANNEX R. THE USE OF HIGHER EFFECTIVE RADIATED POWER WHERE NEEDED TO PRODUCE 
ADEQUATE SERVICE AND WHERE CONSISTENT WITH THE STANDARDS 


Duttera (NBC) 


“We feel that, under prevailing interference conditions, it is only by the use 
of higher power that improved reception can be provided for the public through- 
out the service area of a television station. This interference results from auto- 
mobile ignition, diathermy, amateur stations, and other types of man-made 
electrical noise. 
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“The use of higher power may also make it possible to reduce the cost of tele- 

ision receivers. 

“Accordingly, we recommend that the Commission authorize increases in power 
where such increases would be consistent with the standards which it may de- 
termine relating to tropospheric propogation and protected contours” (tr. 1755- 
1756). 

Guy (TBA) 

“T would like to point out the situation in one city with which I am particu- 
larly familiar. Now the Commission's power lid is 50 kilowatts and 500 feet. 
In New York City we have a very large metropolitan district as detined by the 
United States Bureau of Census. 

“With the present Federal Communications Commission power lid it is not 
possible for a New York television station to serve more than about 25 percent 
of the metropolitan district with the 5 millivolts, your standard of service. There 
are other cities where 50 kilowatts and 500 feet is adequate and there are prob- 
ably now, or there may be in the future, other communities, metropolitan dis- 
tricts where less than 50 kilowatts at 500 feet would be adequate to serve their 
area and population. 

“Therefore Television Broadcasters Association feels that the Commission 
should keep an open mind with respect to power and make grants where power 
is needed to adequately serve the areas” (tr, 1781-1782). 


Goldsmith (Du Mont) 


“We recommend that the Commission’s rules placing a limit of 50 kilowatts at 
500 feet for metropolitan stations be amended upward to allow a maximum power 
corresponding to 500 kilowatts at 500 feet. If all television stations were to 
increase their power by the same percentage, the mutual interference conditions 
between stations would not be altered seriously. The interference boundaries 
would still be in about the same position. Thus, the same minimum spacing con- 
ditions would satisfy this higher power. However, television receiver owners 
would experience a considerable improvement in signal-to-noise ratio, the re- 
ceivers being able to operate much more satisfactorily in the presence of indus- 
trial noise and other nontelevision interference” (tr. 1513). 

Siling (RCA) 

“We believe that the Commission should authorize the use of higher power for 
television stations, and, if that is done, revise the protected contour of such 
stations accordingly. 

“We feel that by the use of higher power improved reception can be provided 
for the public throughout the service area of a television station. Higher power 
would also make possible the simplification of receiving antennas and the installa- 
tion of television receivers. Accordingly, we suggest that the Commission author- 
ize increases in power where such increases would be consistent with the stand- 
ards which it may determine relating to tropospheric propagation and protected 
contours” (tr. C-322 
RMA Committee TS-3 

“The committee notes that, with the present allocation structure based on 50 
kilowatt 500-foot stations, many stations having antennas higher than this are 
operating at reduced powers. In many cases, it has been necessary to reduce the 
transmitter power output to 50 percent of the rated transmitter output. We feel 
that this is unfortunate, since the service provided is degraded to a level lower 
than that which the transmitter could provide were it operated at full output.” 

“It is felt that effective radiated powers must be increased beyond the pres- 
ently contemplated 50-kilowatt ceiling. If the power increases are made in 
‘horizontal’ fashion, the quality of service will be improved over a given area. 
This will mean that existing ideas of protected contours will have to be revised 
upwards, but the service areas will remain unaffected. This, the committee feels, 
is a very desirable object, and urges that its accomplishment be planned and 
expedited” (JTAC rept., vol. II, annex 7, pp.4—5). 
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AnNex §8.—Analysis of pending applications in terms of height and power 
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Analysis of pending applications in terms of height and power 
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ANNEx T 
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ANNEX T.—Analysis of authorized stations in terms of height and power 
requested—Continued 
R i 
Soe | Equivelent 


City and State Channd [—"— ea (ee 





Power | Height 500 feet 3 
Kilowatts Feet Kilcw utts 
Utiea, N. Y 13 13 | 830 57 
Charlotte, N. ¢ 3 16.3 | 1, 160 | 110 
Greensboro, NN. ¢ ; 2 1. 67 470 | 1.7 
Cin ati, Ohio 7 | 21 } 695 | 46 
) 11 | 24.5 | 650 | 45 
Do 4) 23. 5 670 | 47 
Cleveland, Ohio 9 | 21 | 725 | 60 
Do ; bs 5} 16.3 | 640 29 
Do . 4 15 | 629 | 25 
Columbus, Ohio 10 28. 4 485 28 
Do 3 | 15.2 | 455 | 15 
Do 6 | 14.3 363 | 7.5 
Dayton, Ohio 13 24.6 | 570 | 20 
D 5 16 | 490 | (2) 
Toledo, Ohio 13 | 27.4 524 | 32 
Oklahoma City, Okla 4 | 12.1 935 | 48 
Tulsa, Okla 6 | 16. 6 480 15 
Portland, Oreg 3 | 15. 5 865 | 55 
Erie, Pa 12 2.0 | 165 . 280 
Johnstow Pa 13 | 6.5 | 1, 120 52 
Lancaster, Pa 4) 1 | 260 . 200 
Philadel 1, Pa 10 | 25 | 670 | i4 
Do 6 27 6A0 | 50 
Do 3 18 | 720 46 
Pittsburgh, Pa 3 | 16.6 | 818 50 
Providence, R. I 11 | 30 615 | 50 
Memphis, Tenn 4) 13.6 | 650 | 25 
Nashville enn 4 14.4 755 | 40 
Dallas, Tex 4) 15.1 465 | 15 
Do 8 | 27 | 330 11 
Fort Worth, Tex 5 | 17.6 | 490 (2) 
Houston, Tex 2) 15.1 | 502 (?) 
San Antonio, Tex 5 | 17.9 | 440 | 15 
Do 4 21.6 480 21 
Salt Lake City, Utah 5 18.4 | —435 () 
Do 4 14.5 | —542 | (2) 
Norfolk, Va 4 | 24.2 | 365 | 13 
Richmond, Va 6 | 12. 16 431 10 
Seittle, Wash 5 | 18. 95 408 14 
Huntington, W. Va 5 18.2 | 500 @) 
Milwaukee, Wis 3 16. 1 319 | 





1 Computed from appendix IV of the Standards of Good Engineering Practice. 

? Calculation of equivalent power at 500 fect has not been made either because the height specified in the 
application is within a few feet of 500 feet and consequently there would be no appreciable change in power, 
or because the height specified is less than 100 feet and there is no means afforded by appendix IV of the 
standards for converting such heights into 500-foot equivalents. 

2 Over 1,000 kilowatts 


BLONDER-TONGUE LABORATORIES, INC., 
Westfield, N. J., April 30, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Potter: We most sincerely urge you and your committee to give 
all possib!e support to the continuance and growth of UHF television. 

Entertainment, education, and news coverage through the magic window of 
television is now possible for many additional millions of people. This has only 
been mace possible by the establishment of many new UHF stations, 

Regarding the fallacious opinion that these areas might have been covered by 
VHF channels, we in the television business know that good reception is possible 
at distances over 200 miles with VHF channels, and we have received many com- 
plaints in regard to reception difficulties where several channels can be received 
on the same, or adjacent frequencies. 

The addition of local UHF stations transmitting on widely separated frequen- 
cies is the only answer, and we have already received a great many expressions 
of thanks for the equipment we manufacture which adapts VHF sets to receive 
all of the new UHF channels. This group also includes subscribers to community 
and master TV systems which provide both UHF and VHF to an estimated 
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1 million viewers in remotely located cities and towns, and also the tenants 
of hotels, apartment houses, etc., all over the country. 
Thanking you, I remain, 
Very truly yours, 
JosePH H, Kerner, Sales Manager. 





AERo SALES Co., 
Ann Arbor, Mich., May 14, 1954. 

Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Sir: The present confused state of UHF-TV and its effect on our local 
station WPAG-TV (UHF), is of great concern to our association. 
We feel that its operation is in jeopardy and that the loss of the station 
would be a great loss to this community, both culturally, as well as, a local 
public service. It is our feeling that the mixing of high power VHF coverage 
in this region, works an insurmountable handicap for the local UHF station. 
Needless to state, public acceptance of UHF is extremely difficult to arouse on 
any equitable volume basis, which we feel is the direct result of mixing as above 
stated. 
In our opinion, the present situation tends to create a VHF monopoly, which 
if allowed to continue, is likely to result in the loss of local TV service to 
communities such as ours. 
We respectfully ask that you use any influence you may feel warranted to 
correct the inequities in the present situation. 
Yours very truly, 

J. E. LITtrett, 
Secretary, Ann Arbor Television Service Association, 





WTAO-TV, Mippiesex BroapcastiINe Corp., 
Cambridge, Mlass., April 22, 1954. 

Hon. CHARLES BE. Porrer, 

United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DeAR SENATOR Potter: As recently as February 1, 1954, in a letter to Commis- 
sioner George E. Sterling I expressed the feeling that intermixture of VHF and 
UHF channels in the same community was necessary to provide for a truly 
nationwide competitive TV service. However, on that date I also stated that 
in my mind I had some doubt that UHF’s problems would be of short-term 
duration if the current trend continued ; also, that some of the economic problems 
arising out of intermixture might seriously hamper the healthy, competitive 
growth of television. On that date I requested that a hearing be set up by the 
FCC to consider the economic and financial problems arising out of intermixture, 
before any further VHF stations were given construction permits in currently 
intermixed areas. 
In my opinion, fast-moving events of the past 3 months clearly indicate that 
intermixture is not working out satisfactorily ; UHF economic problems are now 
reaching crisis proportions; the future development of the entire television 
industry is seriously affected; public interest, investment and faith dangle 
precariously in the balance. 
On February 28, 1954, Du Mont terminated television broadcast service to 
Kansas City from UHF station KCTY (channel 25). This action began what 
appears to be a continuing chain-reaction of UHF shutdowns in intermixed areas. 
UHF stations are rapidly becoming a statistical series of disasters. The trend 
indicates an increasing and alarming rate of UHF failures; these shutdowns 
are strong evidence of UHF economic vulnerability in intermixed areas and 
stronger evidence that intermixture is seriously breaking down. 
In my opinion, the protection of the public interest, the development of UHF, 
and the solution to the intermixture problem will not be found by allowing the 
current economic trend to continue. If the Commission wants to develop properly 
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a strong nationwide television service, may I request that an immediate halt 
be called to the further issuance of VHF permits in intermixed areas. 
I am now convinced that many of the currently unassigned VHF channels will 
he needed in working out a solution to intermixture. 
Sincerely, 


FRANK LYMAN, Jr., President. 


THAMES BROADCASTING CorP., 
New London, Conn., April 27, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear SenAtTor PoTrrR: This communication is in compliance with your in- 
vitation for comment from the UHF industry. 

UHI—the upper high frequency band in television—has now reached the end 
of its second complete year. And, with it, this spectrum has reached the cross- 
roads, in the opinion of many executives at every level of the radio-broadcasting 
industry. UHF’s past is black, and its future is bleak, say many of the experts— 
people in a position to know. 

Many serious questions are now being raised concerning UHF. Can it ulti- 
mately succeed, technically? Can it survive, economically? And—transcending 
all other questions in importance—is the public being served to the limit of 
America’s ability? Your own special congressional subcommittee is now review- 
ing the whole UHF question. In an effort to aid this committee, and to help 
supply some of the answers to the questions asked above, this letter presents a 
succinct analysis of the entire UHF problem. The data contained herein rep- 
resents the findings of this company, in a continuing 2-year study of ultrahigh 
frequency. The conclusions drawn are based upon the beliefs of numerous 
experts in the radio-television field—engineers, station operators, general man- 
agers, economists, advertising agency executives, and firms engaged in station 
representation. 

Primarily, whence came UHF? UHF was designated in April 1952 as a new 
spectrum to fill the gaping void in television service, in this country. The VHF 
spectrum was—and still is—grossly inadequate and ineffective, in its service 
to the public of the United States. 

Exactly what were UHF’s aims; goals; overall purpose? To better serve the 
public: 

(1) Through an adequate, more effective, TV system. As a result of the 
new spectrum, the American public hoped 

(a) For a greatly expanded television reception. 

(>) Fora real selectivity in stations, on their home TV set. 

(c) For a choice of networks on their home TY set. 

(2) By means of a highly desirable UHF service, available to every home, 
without forcing that home to pay a prohibitive price for such service. 

(3) From the station standpoint, the UHI operator was encouraged by this 
cheering news: the admittedly powerful sending signal of existing VHF stations 
would be offset by compensating power to be allotted UHF stations (up to 
1 million watts, of generated power) it was pointed out. 

(a) Network service would be readily available, it was assumed, with 
(at least) a four-network system, i. e., CBS, NBC, ABC and Du Mont. 

(b) Station operating costs (it was hoped) for UHF would be no higher 
than operating costs for a VHF station, the income being much lower than 
VHF. 

(4) Viewed from the national-economy standpoint: The new UHF allocation 
promised to revivify the important TV-set industry and many millions of addi- 
tional sets would be sold, everyone thought. And so, everyone within and without 
the industry, in fact, the country as a whole, looked forward, .: pefully, to ful- 
filling the promise held out in the new allocation, confident in their knowledge 
that America can lick any problem, even UHF. And so, what happened? Just 
this: After 2 long years of blood, sweat, and tears, the great majority of folks 
in the industry are in agreement on one point: Appraised as a whole, UHF is 
a fiasco, and steadily deteriorating. 

(a) From the public’s viewpoint: Instead of filling the void left by VHF, 
UHF has proven merely a weak, supplementary service to the public, ex- 
pensive, inadequate, often exposing the viewers to pitiful programs, 10th-rate 
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tilms, no network service, inconsistent signal, inadequate signal, or no signal 
at all. 

(b) From the station operator's standpoint: Many stations have been 
unable to obtain network service; others have lost the network when a VHF 
became available; still others fear losing it, in the future, toa VHF (perhaps 
now in a hearing) when that VHF goes on the air. 

(c) Ten stations have now either been sold to avoid business failure, or 
suspended operation for the same reason, More are expected. Forty-eight 
additional UHF licenses have been turned back to the FCC, 

(d) The TV set industry failed to come up to expectation, because of 
UHF’s failure. 

But, you ask, why has UHF been a failure? Why can’t American initiative, 
inventive genius, and manufacturing ability, lick the UHF problems? Where did 
it fail? Is there a better method of expanding the American television system? 
Over all other considerations, is the public being served by a continuance of the 
UHF allocation, in its present form? There are many reasons for UHF’s failure 
Specifically, these fall into three main headings: 

(1) Set difficulties. 

(2) Station difficulties. 

(3) Failure of equipment manufacturers to deliver. 

Let’s look at the reasons from these three different vantage points. 

(1) Set difficulties: 

(a) All-band TV sets at one low price are not yet available; and the 
sensitivity is extremely inferior on the existing higher cost all-band sets. 

(6) Comparable UHF sensitivity not only does not now exist but it is 
doubtful if it ever will, because, in the opinion of the experts, no sincere 
effort has been made by leading manufacturers to produce UHF receiver 
tubes and circuitry, capable of adequate performance. 

(c) In the case of UHF converters, the sensitivity is equally, highly 
inadequate. 

(d) Yet, despite this unsatisfactory performance, the overall cost of 
conversion remains probibitively high, for the average American family. 

(2) Station difficulties: 

(a) Two years have elapsed since UHF came into being, yet the manu- 
facturers have failed to produce a satisfactory, high-power UHF transmitter. 
Many highly regarded figures in the industry, seriously challenge the sin- 
cerity of the manufacturers’ efforts in behalf of UHF, particularly when 
leading equipment manufacturers are inextricably involved in the VHF 
field, and TV network ownership. 

(bv) Cost of maintaining a UHF transmitter is so prohibitive as to be 
unsound, economically. 

(c) Instead of the compensating power designed to put UHF on an equal 
footing with VHI’, as promised by the Commission, UHF almost from its in 
ception, was working against itself, when superpower, and high antenna 
privileges extended to VHF stations by the FCC, proved an almost insuper 
able economic barrier to overcome, for new UHF stations. 

(d) Because of the difficulty outlined in (¢) above, station owners find 
it very difficult, indeed, to obtain 

(1) Network affiliations. 
(2) National-spot business. 
(3) Regional business. 

(e) The stations thus wind up with inferior programing and hence, offer 
little incentive for the public to convert sets to UHF. 

(f) VHF stations are now boasting coverage up to, and selling advertising 
based upon, their 100-microvolt contour, a service apparently never envisaged 
by the FCC when the Commission granted so-called super power to VHF 
stations. This has had an added crippling effet to UHF operators. 

(9g) On the one hand, color has been held up as the probable all-powerful 
future salvation of UHF. On the other hand, the possibility of moderate 
cost color in the near future has actually had a definite retarding effect on 
UHF conversion, with the public. 

(h) Further, once again the manufacturers’ sincerity is suspect, in that 
the first color TV sets coming off the assembly lines are geared for VHF 
only. 

(i) Another farcical factor faced by stations struggling 
Manufacturers have so reduced the cost of brand new VHF sets that, in 
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many cities, it is possible to buy a VHF set, for less money than it costs to 
convert an old set to UHF. 

(J) While it is a fact that a handful of UHF stations are ostensibly 
flourishing, the following factors have a sobering effect on any enthusiasm 
raised by these few outlets: 

(1) Such stations are usually enjoying a temporary, false prosperity 
because of contributing factors such as these: VHF service has been 
postponed because two or more applicants are tied up in hearing; or 
the VHF station servicing the area has not yet availed itself of allotted 
super power. 

(2) Further, such stations are usually enjoying top network service 
temporarily pending the entrance into the field of a VHF station, delayed 
for reasons outlined in (1) above. More often than not, the existing 
UHF loses its networl: affiliation to the VHF, then. 

(3) For every station that seems to be enjoying this temporary suc- 
cess, based upon a false foundation, there are dozens of others, either in 
the red, in a perilous financial condition, or, at best, in a dangerous 
status quo. 

(3) Manufacturers’ difficulties: 

(a4) Manufacturers bave failed to produce a UHF transmitter with power 
anywhere near comparable to VHF. 

(b) Manufacturers have failed to produce a one, low-priced, all-channel 
set. 

(c) Life span of UHF transmitter tubes is but a fraction of VHF tubes’ 
life span. 

(d) Despite this short span of life, the UHF transmitter tubes are ridic- 
ulously costly compared with VHF tubes. 

(e) Maintenance costs for UHF transmitters are fantastically high. 

(f) Manufacturers have found engineering bugs in UHF equipment to be 
innumerable and insuperable, 

Who is to blame for the UHF fiasco? There is a great unanimity of opinion 
throughout the entire television-broadcasting industry, holding that the FCC is 
entirely inculpable. In fact, when one stops to consider the gigantic workload 
accomplished by the Federal Communications Commission in both radio and tele- 
vision, since 1947, with a limited budget, one can only agree with this consensus: 
that it (the Commission) has done a monumental job, with a modicum of money. 

In the case of UHF, the Commission certainly was well motivated. And, while 
great technical difficulty was foreseen for UHF, few, if any, folks in the industry 
expected that, after 2 years, the new spectrum would still be in a state of retro- 
gression, instead of healthy progress. 

Indeed, the Commissioners, like the rest of us, doubtless take great hope from 
statements like the following (every time we feel like throwing in the sponge) : 

“Manufacturers see hope ahead for UHF.” 

“UHF still very much alive.” (The corpse moved a little, when kicked again, 
as rigor mortis had not as yet set in.) 

“Experts see UHF as a genuine competitive system, with some technical im- 
provements.” 

“UHF bugs will be straightened out in the years ahead,” etc. 

Yes, you’ve seen statements like these; we all read them, every day, in the 
trade press. But UHF continues on the downgrade, with its basic problems 
entirely unsolved. 

Well, what is the honest, factual, future of UHF? We discussed UHF’s future 
with scores of radio-television people, at every level. A handful were optimistic ; 
a surprisingly small segment expressed hope; the great majority of people in a 
position to predict, however, foresaw nothing but disaster ahead. Here are 
some of the consequences still to be faced, in the opinion of the experts, should 
UHF be continued in its present form: 

(1) There will be scores of additional failures among UHF stations. And, 
while it is not within the Commission's purview to fret over the financial survival 
of station operators, yet, all are agreed that such a shaky financial foundation 
augers anything but a bright future for the television industry, but, on the 
contrary, portends a shaky structure, indeed. 

(2) The VHF system, through consistent aggrandizement will become one of 
the most nowerful, invincible, financial monopolies ever perpetuated in this 
country. It already has a giant start, thanks to UHF. 

(3) Over all else—just as they have not been served in the past by this system, 
just as they are not being served, presently, by this spectrum, the public will not 
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e served in the future, through a continuation of UHF in its present form, 
because— 
(a) Millions of American homes will continue to be denied anything 
better than grade C television service. 
(b) Millions of American homes will continue to be denied a selectivity 
of TV stations, for home entertainment. 
(c) Millions of American homes will continue to be denied a choice of 
network service. 

(4) Consequently, television can never be the great medium that it should be 
in America, despite its great popularity with the American people. 

“In short,” roar the experts in the UHF field, “the public is not being served, 
and the FCC would do well to act before it’s too late.” 

Many radio-television people saw definite dangers ahead on “promises.” 
“Watch out for these manufacturers’ promises”, they warned, “they'll generate 
terrific enthusiasm for a one, low-priced, all-channel, set that they have coming 
off the line. Later, after the Senate subcommittee, the Commission and the 
industry take on new hope, we'll discover that it’s an ‘all-channel’ set, in name 
only. The sensitivity will still be inferior; the circuitry inadequate, and the 
performance, nebulous. But, the damage will be done! Next, youll be hearing 
about a powerhouse, UHF transmitter, 50 kilowatt probably! The joker, how- 
ever, is that maintenance power and tube costs for such a transmitter would 
run into such astronomical figures, as to be fool-hardy. Watch out for such 
promises!” (These comments crystallize the opinions expressed around the 
industry, although, in almost every case, the speaker did not care to be quoted.) 

Well, what about therapy? What can be done to put American television in 
a stable, sound position? To establish a truly competitive system? Cures, 
remedies, and pain-killers were a dime a dozen, from Madison Avenue to Sunset 
Boulevard. However, again, a great majority of the experts, particularly in 
the engineering field, were in agreement. The one, great, panacea, they insisted, 
is to break down the VHF system, in any one of many ways, such as: 

(1) More realistic and practical use of the present I'M band. 

(2) The use of directional antennae in VHF. 

(3) Possible use of frequencies now held by the Government and other 
services. 

(4) There are several additional plans which are feasible. 

Although some difficulties would have to be faced, should UHF be discarded, 
and a greater use of VHF be made, these difficulties do not compare, in number, 
nor intensity, with the problems faced by a continued ultra high frequency 
system. In fact, they are anything but insurmeuntable: 

(1) The present VHF stations need not be affected in any way, should UHF 
be entirely supplanted by a larger VHF spectrum. Their power need not be 
reduced; their resources need not be jeopardized; and their influence need not 
be curtailed. In short, the change can be made with impunity to present VHF 
operations, and with facility by the industry. 

(2) There is hardly an existing UHF operator who would not gladly swap 
his permit for a VHI license. The revenue realized, ultimately, would far 
exceed the expenditure outlay for the changeover. 

(3) A truly competitive TV system would then exist in America, rather than 
the unilateral monopoly now scaring the industry. 

(4) The TV set industry would realize the most wonderful impact ever exper- 
ienced. Millions of additional sets could be sold; there would be a consistent, 
year-round, market for sets, thus eliminating the present seasonal, soft spots, 
perennially plaguing the TV set industry. Overall, this would have a powerful 
salutary effect, on the nation’s economy. 

(5) And again, over all else, the public would be served as it never can be, 
with the present UHF system. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE THAMES BROADCASTING CorP., 
GERALD J. Morey, President. 
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THAMES BROADCASTING CoRP., 
New London, Conn., May 11, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. PorTeR 
Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


1k SENATOR Porter: Your attention is respectfully called to the following 
age in our recent letter concerning the ultrahigh frequency situation: 
Page 2, No. 4, (c): * * 10 stations have now either been sold to avoid 
business failure, or suspended operation for the same reason. More are expecteu. 
Forty-eight additional UHF licenses have been turned back to the FCC,” 

Since that letter was written, eight additional UHF stations have either turned 
back their construction permits, or, suspended operations. These include the 
following: 





City Station Channel Action 
Battle Creek, Mict WBKZ-TV “4 Suspended until June 1. 
Louisville, Ky WKLO-TYV 21 | Suspends operations indefinitely. 
Chattar 2, Tenn WOUC-TYV 49 | Construction permit turned back, 
Lawrence, Mas WGLM-TV 72 Do 
Flint, Mich WTAC-TYV 16 | Suspended operation 
Monroe, La KFAZ-TY 43 Do 
Indianap , Ind WJIRE-TY 26 | Construction permit turned back, 
Atiantie City, N. J VFPG-TV 46 | Suspended operation 


Your attention is also directed to the detailed causes for the suspension of 
operations, vivel by the owners of WTAC-TY, Flint, Mich.: and WEPG a V. 
Atlantic City The reasons outlined coincide, closely, with the UHF problems 
and difficulties enumerated in our earlier letter to your oflice. Incidentally, 
WEPG-TV, Atlantic City, was the first UHF station on the air, and the nearest 
VHF station is 60 miles away 

Respectfully submitted 

GERALD J. Morey, 
President, The Thames Broadcasting Corp. 


LANSING BROADCASTING CO., 
WILS-AM TY, 
Lansing, Mich., April 29, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senaror Porter: My company operates UHF television station WILS 
TV and Radio Station WILS in Lansing. A prefreeze VHF station is also op 
erating in Lansing on channel 6 in conjunction with another radio station. The 
VHF station has primary affiliations with NBC, CBS, ABC, and Du Mont 
television networks In addition, they telecast exclusively all of the regional 
sports and special events, such as Detroit baseball, hockey, and boxing. Be- 
cause of their monopolistic practices, we are unab.e to obtain any first class 
network programing and carry only what the VHF station discards from the 
ABC and Du Mont television networks. We ure not allowed to carry any CBS 
or NBC programs whatsoever. 

Furthermore, the VHF operation uses their superpower television station as 
a wedge to coerce radio advertising for their radio station in favor of our radio 
station 

To make matters even worse, the Federal Communication Commission re- 
cently made a new ecrannel 10 VHE allocation to Parma-Onandaga, Mich., only 
a few miles from Lansing. These villages are under 1,000 population and re- 
ceive television service from several stations. There are three applicants for 
this channel and a grant is eminent. This action will completely squeeze us out 
of the television business. This channel 10 allocation could be utilized equally 
well to serve Lansing, but my company is not in a financial position because of 
the hue investment and losses in UHF to compete for channel 10 in a hearing. 
If present trends continue, the present Lansing VHF station and the new chan- 
nel 10 station will share the four networks and we will be left with nothing. 
On the other hand, if we were allowed to change to channel 10, it would solve 
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he problem because we would be competitive with the Lansing channel 6 sta 
tion We would be financially able to make the switch if no hearing were 
involved. 

The UHF station WBKZ in Battle Creek has closed, UHF station WTAC in 
Flint is closing and it is my understanding that UHF station WPAG in Ann 
Arbor is going to close unless some immediate relief is forthcoming. This leaves 


1Z nly two commercial UHF stations in Michigan, WKNX in Saginaw and our 
elves. Unless there is some immediate action taken such as mentioned in the 

id preceding paragraph, we will cease operations and that will leave only WKNX 

Ui. Michigan television will be monopolized by a few VHF operators. This is a 
ad situation and I trust your committee will take appropriate immediate action 

d Respectfully yours, 

e JOHN C, POMEROY, 


President and General Vanager 


ss PLAINVILLE, CONN., April 30, 1954 
Senator Porrer, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Our company is one of the many who has backed UHF with millions of 
lollars only to find no market for our products due to poor programs by these 
stations. Government assistance is imperative in allocating network programs 
with financial assistance until a listening audience can be established and 
stations become self-sustaining. 

ALLEN D. CARDWELL ELECTRONICS PRODUCTION CORP., 
f ’ RALPH H. Sosy, President. 





City Istanp, N. Y., May 10, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR Porter: I note, with great interest the various thoughts that 
are being developed regarding the future of UHF. As you know, in Michigan, 
one station at Battle Creek has discontinued operation. The other applicant at 
Battle Creek has delayed construction and, in the city of Flint, a large community 
without a local VHF signal, operation has also been discontinued. There may be 
individual factors that govern these decisions that I am not aware of, but it is 
regrettable that this is taking place; however, I surely want to wish you success 
in helping develop a plan that will give the public this additional service. While 
I realize that there are many obstacles in developing any plan, I will outline 
the thought that I discussed with you and briefly state the reasons: 

(1) I believe we all agree the only reason for adding a convertor, or purchasing 
an all channel receiver in a mixed VHF and UHF market, would be to get an 
additional choice of programs. 

(2) However good the quality, a new station with programs that are not 
known to the viewers in the area, would find it difficult to have a rapid conversion 
to UHF. 

(3) Television manufacturers should be vitally interested in the success of 
UHF, 

(4) I believe that the television manufacturers have programs on the air today 
that are familiar to all in television areas. 

(5) Should it be possible to transfer these programs to a new UHF station for 
6 months or more and then revert to the station of their choice, I believe sufficient 
momentum would have been instigated to place this first UHF station, and the 
others that might open later, in a position to make it possible to continue in 
business. 

(6) The addition of 8 or 10 of these “Name” shows to a weekly schedule 
would do a great deal to encourage others to place programs on this station. 

(7) It would be essential to discontinue these programs on other stations that 
now place a good signal in the UHF area. 

It might be advisable to also check into the following: 

(S) Purchasers of almost all TV sets sold in the past 3 years were told they 
could put tuning strips so as to add UHF stations at about $10 each. 
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(9) Purchasers of these sets are now being told that these strips are not 
satisfactory. 
(10) I believe your committee could determine which make of sets provide a 
good signal with the addition of these strips. 
Respectfully, 
VeRSLUIS RApIOo & TELEVISION, 
LEONARD A. VERSLUIS. 
GRAND Rapips, MIcH. 


WEDEMEYER ELecTRONIC Suppry Co., INC., 
Ann Arbor, Mich., May 8, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLFS FE, PoTTer, 
United States Scnator from Michigan, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PotreR: I have been in the radio, electronics, and television 
business since their respective beginnings and am very much concerned with the 
present confused state of the UHF television frequency allocations. 

As matters now stand, the public cannot hope to get the local television service 
and coverage they want and deserve unless the situation is cleared up immedi- 
ately. 

I urge an immediate freeze on TV applications and power until a satisfactory 
plan can be evolved to clear up the present bad situation. 

The Senate hearings scheduled for the 19th, 20th, and 21st of this month should 
produce ample evidence, along with the recommendations of qualified engineers, 
as to what needs to be done. 

Your careful! consideration of all the factors involved in this important situa- 
tion will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE WEDEMEYER, President. 


ANN Arbor, MICH., May 7, 1954. 
Hon. CHArtes E. POTTER, 
United Statcs Senator, Washington, D. C.: 
Consider freeze of all TV applications imperative until just solution of 
television channels and power is effected. 
WEDEMEYER ELECTRONIC SUPPLY Co., 
GEORGE WEDEMEYER, President. 


WLAP, 
Lexington, Ky., April 29, 1954. 
Senator CAaARLES FE. PoTTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: In the absence of Mr. Gilmore Nunn, president of 
station WLAP (American Broadcasting Corp.) your good letter of April 22 
hus been referred to me for reply. 

First, in the interest of accuracy, may I respectfully point out that we have 
not returned our construction permit for a television station on UHF channel 
27 tu the FCC. Although we have suspended all construction work on WLAP- 
TV at this time, we retain our construction permit in the hope that by some 
unlikely miracle, the many inadequacies of UHF television, as compared to 
VHF, may be overcome. 

In the meantime, in a continuing effort to provide this important central and 
eastern Kentucky area with the real television service it needs and deserves, we 
have petitioned the FCC to allocate VHF channel 4 to this area. This can be 
accomplished simply by placing this area within zone 1 where, in our opinion, it 
rightfully belongs, instead of in zone 2 as at present. Our petition to the FCC 
sets forth in detail the facts to substantiate our petition. Should the FCC act 
favorably ass gning VHF channel 4 to this area, we will immediately file 
application for a construction permit for channel 4. Other applicants would, 
of course, be privileged to do likewise. 

In response to your query regarding our reasons for the indefinite suspension 
of our construction of WLAP-TV on UHF channel 27, we are attaching hereto a 
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oa small pamphlet published in February 1954 and distributed by WLAP and which 
.e spells out those reasons in detail. We also enclose a tearsheet of a full-page 
r newspaper advertisement which appeared in the Lexington newspapers on 
February 19 and 20 which contains identical copy. 
We hope the information supplied herein will be helpful to you and your 
: committee. If we can be of further service, please command us. 
Respectfully submitted. 
J. E. WIttts, 
Vice President and General Alanager. 
{From the Lexington (Ky.) Leader, February 19, 1954] 
So THE PEOPLE May KNow 
It is with mixed emotions, and a confidence of public understanding, that we 
announce an indefinite postponement of the construction of the WLAP-TV 
= channel 27 UHF television operation. 
he After having spent 7 years of work and over $100,000 on our television efforts 
to date, it is hardly necessary to say that our decision was made with great 
. reluctance, and in what we believe to be the best interests of the public. The 


necessity of such a decision was indicated some 2 weeks ago at which time 
we stopped construction on our new studios on the Belt Line. In the meantime, 
ry while preparing this statement, we have been conferring with the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, the television networks with which we had already 
become affiliated, tower and equipment manufacturers, suppliers and other facets 
’ of the industry. On the brighter side, we are renewing our efforts and hope to 
obtain for this area one of the standard, well-established VHF channels through 
which this entire area may receive the proven, accevtable type of television 
service it demands and deserves. We, who have served you over WLADP since 
the first days of radio, had confidently expected to bring to central Kentucky 
the best in television, and in our mutual interests feel we can accept no com- 
promise. 

In 1948 we were filing for the VHF channel (4), originally assigned to this 
area, when the Federal Communications Commission's “television freeze” pre- 
vented further consideration. The Commission then, in its best judgment, and 
if in its attempt to assure nationwide television service, which the too few VHF 
channels could not render, created a new nationwide allocations plan making 
use of new channels in the ultra-high-frequency band. Under this proposal, 
which would permit 1463 UHF stations and 617 VHF stations, the FCC tovk 
away from this area its VHF channels and assigned to it only UHF channels. 
When the freeze was lifted in 1952, we filed for maximum power on UHF channel 
27, having been assured that WLAP-TV, on UHF channel 27, could furnish to 
both the viewers and the advertisers throughout our area the best in television 
service. The day the WLAP-TV grant was made, nearly 2 years later, in 
December 1953, we started with full speed and confidence in the UHI repre- 
sentations which had been made to us, on behalf of the community, and planned 
to go on the air late this spring. 


, We immediately started construction of our new, ultra-modern radio and 
) television building (which is already nearing completion on the Belt Line). 
The bases and anchors were installed for our 500 foot tower (already fabricated 
’ and ready for erection). We signed a contract for a primary, full service CBS 
television network affiliation, as well as contracts with other networks for 


additional service. The American Telephone & Telegraph Co. finalized its plans 

3 to install the extensive microwave facilities for the transmission of these net- 
work services. Notwithstanding the completion of these favorable arrangements 
and our extensive expenditures in time, effort and money, the difficulties with 
and general unacceptability of an areawide UHF system, both to the advertisers 
and the viewing public, suddenly became extravagantly apparent. Some day 
the UHF system may be able to serve an area and a market as large and populous 
as is this major market, but we don’t believe it is possible on today’s UHF 
standards, particularly as far as many receivers, new or converted, are con- 
cerned. Until consistent and acceptable reception throughout central Kentucky 
is assured, we are not going to encourage the investment of millions of dollars 
in UHF receivers and installations by either the viewing public or by the tele- 
vision set dealers. At the moment, television in central Kentucky today is simply 
one of the many victims of the rising tide of UHF tragedy which has suddenly 
engulfed the country. 
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Forty-five UHF grantees have turned back their television licenses to the 
FCC within the past few weeks. Others are unhappily on the air and are 
literally losing hundreds of thousands of dollars each year in operations. Still 
other UHF licensees have either suspended operations or have,been sold at a 
fraction of their original investment costs. In Kansas City, one of the largest 
markets in the country, the UHF licensee which had been on the air only 6 
months, after having invested $750,000 in equipment, property, and operating 
losses, last month sold its properties to the Du Mont television manufacturing 
and network people for the nominal sum of $1. This month, less than 380 days 
later, Du Mont announced that they felt it necessary and advisable to take 
their loss, suspend operations, and turn in their UHF license in Kansas City. 
Ibu Mont took this action even though they operate their own television network 
and are one of the country’s largest manufacturers of UHF transmitters and 
receivers. In another major market, Roanoke, Va., the UHF licensee was forced 
to suspend operations after being in business less than 5 months, having sustained 
staggering losses during each month’s telecasting. Many more will undoubtedly 
suffer similar fates. Truthfully, we would rather be a live casualty than a dead 
hero. Furthermore, pride and disappointment notwithstanding, we are not 
going to be a party to making central Kentucky a guinea pig. 

At this time, even with the fine cooperation and wishful thinking of the many 
interested parties, we believe an acceptable areawide UHF television service from 
Lexington would be an economic imposition on everyone concerned. In addi- 
tion to the tremendous investment required initially, we were prepared to sustain 
sizable operating losses before beginning to realize any return on the invest- 
ment. We know the viewing public was prepared to collectively spend millions 
to convert and/or purchase sets for UHF reception. If we were convinced 
of the permanent, long-term value of areawide telecasting, in light of possible 
high-powered, high-towered VHF developments, both we and the public would 
he making sound investments. As it is, we prefer to take our loss and save your 
money. When and if, in the next few months, the UHF picture improves, or this 
area is granted a VHF channel, we will reactivate our plans and proceed in 
confidence. : 

The history of our efforts, to say nothing of the money we have already in 
vested to date in trying to make an acceptable UHF service a reality, is ample 
testimony, we hope, to our sincerity of purpose and unflagging determination to 
someday bring you the kind of television this area deserves. 

We would be remiss if we did not gratefuily acknowledge and openly thank, 
both personally and on behalf of the viewing public, our many friends both within 
and without the broadcast industry who have given so freely of their time and 
advice in counseling with us on these matters. We are confident the facts and 
information they furnished will save all concerned even greater disappointment 
than we now suffer, and that the final result will be an adequate, acceptable tele- 
vision service of which we may all be proud. The cooperation and understanding 
of the Federal Communications Commission certainly deserve the public’s ap- 
preciation. WLAP-TV has had the pleasure of working with more than 200 
television-set dealers and distributors throughout the area in an effort to plan 
and effectuate the best in UHF television installation and service. This decision 
to await developments, until television viewers in this area can be certain of 
their reception and investment, will be equally as disappointing to them, but we 
know they will be the first to recognize and support the fairness and advis- 
ability of such a decision. We appreciate their understanding in the matter. 
Last but not least, we are grateful to the thousands of our friends who have 
written, called, and talked to us, always expressing interest and encouragement 
in connection with our efforts. 

It is said that hard work helps a person to forget disappointments. While 
awaiting developments, our extra effort and hard work will be directed toward 
building and bringing to our many friends and loyal audience throughout central 
and eastern Kentucky even a better broadcast service through the facilities of 
WLAP, Kentucky's oldest radio station. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE MANAGEMENT AND STAFF OF 
AMERICAN BROADCASTING CorP., 
GiItMorE N. NUNN, President. 
Licensee of WLAP AM and FM, WLAP-TV. 
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SuPPLEMENT A 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WILMOTTE ON POLYCASTING—SERVICE FOR LARGE 
RURAL AREAS AND FOR LARGE CITIES 


I. SUMMARY 


Polyeasting may be used for serving large rural areas in a manner that may 
make such a service economically attractive. It may also be designed to serve 
arge cities. In the statement filed with the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion on August 26, 1949, an example of estimated service with polyeasting was 
given In this supplementary statement four other examples are given. Two 
of them cover large rural areas and two highly built-up areas. For completeness 
the example given in the original statement for suburban type of area is also 
included. The engineering basis of the estimates of service is given below 

The arrangement here proposed for serving large rural areas is to locate the 
component stations of the polyeasting system at suitable towns in the area. 

Serving large rural areas in this way appears to be the only way by which 
the economic problem of such a service can be met. It does not appear possible 
to meet the costs of maintaining a television service with a station in a small 
town, particularly if facilities for programs of local interest are contemplated, 
nor does it seem likely that such a town can provide an adequate variety of 
nteresting programs. But if it is permissible to serve a number of such towns 
by stations located in them, and selected so that their rural services overlap, 
the system can be designed so that good service can be rendered in all the several 
towns where the stations are located, and in al! the rural areas between these 
towns, and for a substantial distance beyond. Two of the examples given of 
polyeasting operation with four and twelve 2-kilowatt stations at 300 feet show 
grade © service to areas of 5.500 square miles and 19,000 square miles, respec- 
tively. A single station at 500 feet would require powers of 300 kilowatts and 
200,000,000 kilowatts, respectively, to provide service over the same areas and 
would still not be able to serve the individual towns as well. The fading would 
be greater with a single station than with the polyeasting system. The example 
for the smaller of the two areas is depicted in figures 1, 2, and 3, and for the 
arger in figure 4. 

It is believed that a polycasting service as outlined here may be capable of 
viving a sufficiently large and good rural service to provide adequate economic 
incentive to the operator. 

Three examples are given for city service; two applying to heavily built up 
areas, and one to suburban or not so heavily built-up areas. Illustrating these 
examples are figures 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. The estimates of service are of course 
dependent on the assumptions made on wave propagation and interference con- 
ditions, but even if it develops that these assumptions are not correct the relative 
powers required from a polycasting service and from a single station service 
given in table I, which is attached, are likely to be of the right order, although 
even in this, errors in the simple process of reading the curves may cause errors 
in estimating power of the order of as much as 1 decibel 

The great difference in the power required for polycasting compared to a single 
station operation indicated by table I is due in part to the fact that the signal 
falls off rapidly with distance so that with a single station most of the energy 
spent in producing an extremely high level of energy immediately around the 
station. This great peak of energy is much greater than is necessary and may 
do more harm than good. With the several stations in polycasting the field 
intensity is spread out more uniformly because the radiation comes from several 
points and can do no harm because of the very low powers used at each station 

Another and very important reason is that since at any one location the signal 
comes from one of several stations, the chances are good that the signal from at 
least one of the stations will be strong and it is only seldom that all the signals 
are weak. Polycasting, therefore, produces an effective boost of signal over and 
above that of a single signal of the same total power. Another way of expressing 
this factor is to state that the shadows are filled up. Mathematically this can 
be expressed in the slope of the distribution curve. An example is shown in 
figure 10 of the effect of combining four equal signals, each having a probability 
distribution corresponding to that used for heavily built-up areas. Figure 11 
shows the effect of combining four equal signals when each has the probability 
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distribution found in rural areas. With four signals the slope of the new distri- 
bution is less steep than for a single station. It will be seen that for a good 
service condition such as that corresponding to 90 percent of the locations, the 
signal with 4 stations in a heavily built-up area is 26 decibels greater than with 
one, althongh the increase in total power is only 6 decibels, thus providing a 
gain of 20 decibels or 100 times the power. 

These estimates make no allowance for the fact that when a polycasting system 
is designed special effort will be made to take advantage of terrain irregularities 
to reduce shadows to a minimum. 

Engineering design will involve care in locating stations to insure that there 
svill be few shadows. This result corresponds to an even greater power gain. 

The gain of 20 decibels represents the largest gain for the examples given 
in this supplement. Gains for other conditions are given in table II, which 
is attached. When four stations are used in a polycasting system at the corners 
of a square, the worst point within the square for service and interference is 
its very center. At this point the median values of all four signals are equal. 
The power gain at this point, compared with the signal that would exist there 
if the total power of all four stations were concentrated in a single station 
located at one of the corners of the square, is shown in table IT. 

The point of greatest interference from ghosts occurs in a polyeasting system 
at the intersection of the perpendicular bisectors of the lines between the co- 
channel] stations assuming approximately similar conditions around each sta- 
tion. The amount of interference decreases rapidly away from this point so that 
the area of most interference is small. In designing a polycasting system, care 
will naturally be taken to have this area fall where there is little population 
or even outside of the service area. An example of the service obtained when 
this point falls outside the service area is shown in figure 9 where the stations 
lie in a straight line. 

At the higher frequencies in the UHF band the location distribution curve 
is likely to be steeper than at the low frequencies, particularly in built up areas 
so that the power gain by polycasting should be greater than estimated above. 

The estimated power gain for various percentages of locations is given in 
figures 10 and 11. 


II, SHAPE OF POLYCASTING SERVICE AREA 


By locating the component stations of a system suitably almost any shape of 
area may be served. An example referred to as example V is given in figure 9. 
In this example the stations are located in a straight line. The area is there- 
fore long and narrow. No single station could effectively approximate this kind 
of service. In table I the power required for a single station is the estimated 
power to provide service over the whole of the major axis of each grade of 
service contour, 

The example shows grade A service rendered over an elliptical area with 
major axes of 46 and 30 miles and an area of 1,100 square miles. A single 
station capable of providing grade A service over the whole of the major axis 
would require a radiated power of 4,700 kilowatts at 300 feet and of 1,200 kilo- 
watts at 500 feet. 


Ill. SEPARATION OF POLYCASTING SYSTEMS 


The mileage separation between polycasting systems depends to Some extent 
on the arrangement of the stations within each system. 

Examples of the separation needed to protect cochannel operation of different 
services by 46 decibels and adjacent channel by 12 decibels for grade B, and by 
40 decibels for cochannel and 6 decibels for adjacent channel for grade C service 
are given in figure 12 for the case of grade B service, and in figure 13 in the 
ease of grade C service. 

The minimum separations of polycasting systems were arrived at in accord- 
ance with the following specifications: 

(a) Permissible cochannel and adjacent channel interference ratios as are 
given in the Federal Communications Commission proposed standards. 

(b) There are 4 groups of 3 systems each in figures 12 and 13, labeled A, B, 
C, and D. The limitation in figures 12 A and C, and 18 A and C, is cochannel 
interference and in figures 12 B and D, and 13 B and D, is adjacent channel 
interference. Station pairs in a polycasting system are shown either in line 
with a cochannel or adjacent channel station pair of another system with which 
interference is to be avoided, or else broadside to the cochannel or adjacent chan- 
nel station pair of the other system. These two cases represent the extremes of 
the minimum possible and maximum necessary separation of systems, 
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(c) If polycasting systems are placed other than corner to corner, as they 
are shown in figures 12 and 18, the required separation of systems is inter- 
mediate between the extremes shown at the left and right of each of the four 
groups of systems, A, B, C, D. 

(d) In making up figure 12, showing protection of grade C service, the slope 
of the terrain distribution curve was taken to be 27, and for figure 13, showing 
protection of grade B service, the 2 terrain distribution slopes of 27 and 42 
decibels were used in the case of urban to rural service. Vropagation from 
the urban stations to the limit of grade B service was assumed to require a 
terrain distribution slope of 42 decibels, and for the rest of the area a slope of 
°7 was assumed to apply. The required separations are, however, found to be 
substantially independent of the slope of the terrain distribution curve. 

Examples of the minimum separations required between single stations pro- 
viding the same service as the polycasting systems illustrated in figures 12 and 13 
are shown in figures 21 and 22, respectively. Groups A and B show minimum 
separations of a rural and a city service for cochannel and adjacent channel 
stations, and groups C and D show minimum separations of two rural services 
for cochannel and adjacent channel stations. This corresponds to the presenta- 
tion in figures 12 and 13. 

Protection of grade B service is illustrated in figure 21, and protection of 
grade C service in figure 22. As in figures 12 and 13, a terrain distribution slope 
of 42 decibels is assumed in establishing the service contour of the heavily built 
up urban area. For estimating interference and in establishing rural service 
contours a slope of 27 decibel is assumed. All single station powers are those 
listed in table I of this supplement, and the permissible cochannel and adjacent 
channel interference ratios are those proposed by the Federal Communications 
Commission, 


IV. PROPOSED OPERATION 


In the ,;roposed operation of a polycasting system the studio and principal 
source of programs will be located at one of the transmitting points and will be 
referred to as the master unit. From there the program is relayed to the other 
slave units of the system by highly directional transmitting antennas operating 
in a band in the thousands of megacycles. This would be carried out by convert- 
ing the fully modulated UHF to a lower frequency by beating with a carrier of 
Suitable frequency, and using this completely modulated signal to modulate the 
relay carrier. At the receiving end another directional antenna would be used. 
The signal would then be demodulated to obtain the lower frequency and would 
be brought back to UHF by beating with a carrier of suitable frequency, The 
resulting UHF can be made identical with the original UHF or at a UHF corre- 
sponding to another channel as required. To obtain the exact frequency it may 
be convenint to transmit it as a pilot or a submultiple of it as a modulation on 
the relay carrier. 

The operation of all units except the master unit from which the programs 
are originally transmitted should be automatic. A monitoring transmission 
back to the master station to indicate that the slave units are operating properly 
would be desirable. 

The slave units would also be used to transmit remote programs back to the 
master unit by installing suitable relay equipment. 

This type of operation could be developed in the course of time to provide 
continuous relay links throughout the country. 


Vv. DATA USED FOR ESTIMATING SERVICE 
(a) Terrain factor 

In the statement filed by me with the Federal Communications Commission on 
August 16, 1949, an estimate was given for the terrain factor at 600 megacycles 
to use in making an estimate of servic with polycasting. Since then additional 
data has been analyzed and additional information has been published. 

Figure 16 shows the log normal distribution with location for different terrain 
conditions, The circles indicate measurements of the median fields as published 
in the article by G. H. Brown on the UHF survey made in Washington, D. C., by 
the Radio Corp. of America on a frequency of 505 megacycles. The sources of 
this data are figures 8 through 15, inclusive, on pags 574 through 577 of the 
December 1948 RCA Review. It will be seen that the data are in close agree- 
ment with the distribution curve proposed by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission. This curve is the same as r(L) of figure 2 of the Ad Hoe report. 
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The crosses on figure 16 are takn from the recently published data of the Philco 
survey of the same operation (Joseph Fisher, Field Test of UHF Television— 
Klectronics, September 1949, p. 106) and represent the terrain distribution factor 
of the same operation with one exception. In the cas of the Philco data the 
information is limited to the points lying only within a 4-mile radius of the trans- 
mitter location. These points were taken from figure 4, pag 109 of the article. 
It will be seen that the distribution of these points does not fit the previously 
suggested terrain factor. It is believed, therefore, that the dashd line on figure 
1G represents more Closely the terrain distribution factor for heavily built up 
areas than the factor r(L) of figure 2 of the Ad Hoc report. 

In the two examples of rural service and the city example for “suburban” type 
of area, the r(L) curve entitled “Rural and Suburban” was used. In the example 
for the “heavily built up” type of city area, the dashed curve was used entitled 
“Heavily Built Up.” Theoretically different log normal distribution should be 
used at different distances. To reduce the work involved, however, the same 
log normal distribution was used. 

The slope of a log normal distribution is E(99)—-E(50), as defined in the Ad Hoe 
Committee report. 

(b) Propagation curves 

In the estimate of a 600-megacycle propagation curve previously made, an esti- 
mate of the correction from the theoretical field intensity versus distance curve 
was assumed. The analysis of the operation on UHF in Washington indicates 
that this assumption was probably optimistic, and almost certainly so for heavily 
built-up areas. Figure 17 shows the previously estimated correction factor cor- 
responding to the function M(df) of the Ad Hoe report. 

Three other curves for obtaining the correction from the inverse distance value 
out to line of sight for 500 megacycles are shown and were obtained in the fol- 
lowing manner: 

Curve A, labeled N. Y. 510 megacycles.—The source of the information con- 
tained in this curve is the article in the June 1948 RCA Review, Comparative 
Propagation Measurements, by G. H. Brown, J. Epstein, and D. W. Peterson. 
The southwest radial shown on figure 16, page 188, was analyzed for distribution 
if signals. This radial was selected because it covered the smoothest terrain. 
it was found to have a slope close to the factor r(L), figure 2 of the Ad Hoe 
report with a median deviation of approximately 8 decibels below inverse dis- 
tance field. The signal was reduced 2 decibels at 24 miles to correct for the fact 
that the measurements were made from a 1,000-foot high antenna in order to 
bring them to the equivalent field that would be expected from a 300-foot antenna. 
The distance 24 miles is “do” for a 300-foot antenna on 600 megacycles, the fre- 
quency being considered in the polyeasting examples. The correction factor from 
the inverse distance curve thus obtained corresponds to as smooth a terrain as 
may be found anywhere so that curve A probably represents a maximum of field 
intensity. 

Curve B, labeled RCA 505 megacycles Washington.—The source of this curve 
is the RCA Review, December 1948 article entitled “Field Test of UHF TV in 
Washington Area,” by G. H. Brown, which was also referred to above in connec- 
tion with the terrain factors. The information on figures 8 through 15, inelu- 
sive, of this article, was analyzed (pp. 574 through 577). The median deviation 
as shown on figure 16, attached, is 21 decibels. This point was plotted at 24 
miles on figure 17 and forms the basis of the curve. This point should probably 
have been plotted at a closer distance. (If this had been done the indicated saving 
of power by polycasting would have been considerably greater.) The antenna 
tht of the Washington installation was 357 feet above ground with various 











ne 
elevations over the 2- to 10-mile average terrain in the 8 directions. 

Curve C. labeled Philco 505 megacyucles Washinaton.—The source of this curve 
is the September 1949 Electronics article Field Test of UHF TV, by Joseph Fisher, 
of the Philco Corp. Figure 4 on page 109 was analyzed in respect to all plotted 
points at less than 4 miles. The limitation was imposed in order that the result 
would be representative of built-up areas in heavily populated metropolitan 
areas. The distribution of points formed the basis of the dashed line on figure 16, 
attached. The points are shown as crosses. The inference was drawn that the 
ottenuation below inverse distance for the first few miles was greater than the 
value shown for the Radio Corp. of America measurements. The “C” curve was 
extended by blending into the “B” curve at a distance of 12 miles. 

The point at 37.5 miles of —S8 decibels was obtained from the recordings de- 
scribed in the August 1949 Electronies article UHF Propagation Characteristics, 
by Edward W. Allen, Jr., of the Federal Communications Commission. On figure 
&. page 89, a value of —8 decibels is shown for the ratio of the measured 50-per- 
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cent field intensity to the theoretical value at the Princeton recording site on a 
requency site on a frequency of 700 megacycles. The location was approximately 
15 miles from the transmitter, The Ad Hoc report indicates that the same cor 
rection would apply at a distance of 37.5 miles. This value has therefore been 
used, 

The signal at any one point in a polycasting system is taken as the strongest 
signal from any of the stations of the system. The “A” eurves for 300 feet and 
00 feet were used in estimating the Service in the two rural examples and for 
the city not heavily built up. That is in examples I, II, and 1V. The “C” curves 
for 300 feet and 500 feet were used in estimating the service in examples III and 

for a city heavily built up. 

In estimating the power necessary to produce service areas equivalent to the 
polycasting examples it was necessary to estimate the field intensity at distances 
up to SO miles. The curves from approximately 55 miles to 100 miles were 
btained by interpolating from figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the Ad Hoe report. It was 
elt these represented the best guide since there is no published information for 
HF propagation at these mileage ranges. Figure 18 shows the field at the 
distances of 80, 80, 100, and 200 miles plotted versus frequency. The circles 
are points obtained for the frequencies of 63, 82, 98, and 195 megacycles as given 
in the Ad Hoe report. Lines were drawn through these points to extrapolate to 
(V0 megacycles. 


1 


(c) Fading 

The estimates of fading are based on figure 19. This figure was obtained 
from data for 195 megacycles shown on figure 27 of reference D to the report of 
the Ad Hoc Committee for distances up to 60 miles. It is certain that fluctua 
tions in the field will be as great at 600 megacycles at short distances as are 
experienced at 195 megacycles. At a large distance these fluctuations will be 
greater at 600 megacycles as indicated by the scant published information. The 
fading at large distances was obtained by comparing the estimated IF (50.50) 
fields with the F (50.1) fields of the Ad Hoe report. The published information 
leads to the assumption that the F(50.1) values of field are substantially inde 
pendent of frequency at large distances. Log normal distribution of fading was 
assumed and the values for Eyo/Es. were interpolated from the Eoo/Exs fading 
range. It will be seen that the fading is greater than that suggested in the 
standards proposed by the Federal Communications Commission, but at distances 
less than 30 miles the differences are quite small. 

(d) Grades of service 
The definitions of grades A, B and C service are substantially those proposed ; 
hat is 
Grade A, 65 decibel at 90 percent locations, 90 percent time; grade B, 65 
decibels at 70 percent locations, 90 percent time ; grade C, 60 decibels at 50 percent 
locations, 90 percent time. 
(e) Interference 

In calculating the separation required between polycasting systems to give 
adequate protection to the service contours, a desired to undesired ratio of 40 
decibels has been assumed between cochannel stations and of 6 decibels between 
adjacent channel stations. These are the standards proposed by the Federal 
Communications Commission. 

In calculating the interference within a polycasting system by one unit on 
another on the same frequency it has been assumed that with a directional 
antenna, or other means, it is possible to separate signals 10 decibels apart. A 
signal has been considered to be free from interference when its value for 90 
percent of the time is greater by 10 decibels than the arithmetic sum of the 
median values of the interfering signals. 

his figure of 10 decibels is based on the coneept that the directional antenna 
will provide 10 decibels separation between the desired and undesired signal and 
that the receiver alone can receive satisfactorily two signals operating with offset 
carrier if the ratio of their intensity is 20 decibels. With a directional antenna 
it should be possible, therefore, to obtain acceptable service with a signal ratio of 
10 decibels at the antenna. 

The question may reasonably be raised at this point as to why it has been 
assumed that an amplitude separation of 10 decibels is satisfactory for cochannel 
stations within a polycasting system and a separation of 20 or 40 decibels between 
polycasting systems. The figure of 10 decibels is, as explained, a guess. It is, I 
believe, a realistic guess, but there is no field experience to prove it. It is rea- 
sonable to expect that an owner of a polycasting system will endeavor to engineer 











112 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


the location of his station with special consideration to providing the best service 
so that shadows will be eliminated as much as possible. No such planning can 
be expected from the owner of a neighboring polycasting system. For the same 
reason, the accuracy and maintenance of offset carrier or synchronous carrier, 
or of the synch pulse, may be expected to be more accurate inside a single poly- 
casting system than between polycasting systems. Generally speaking, it is 
easier to correct defects in one’s own back yard than nuisances from one’s 
neighbors. It is inherently appropriate, therefore, to specify a greater amplitude 
separation between polycasting systems than between stations within a poly- 
casting system. In addition, to provide such increased protection between Poly- 
easting systems frees each receiver to direct his attention more exclusively to 
reducing ghosts whether they be due to reflections or from a polycasting station. 

If some figure other than 10 decibels is used as the acceptable rejection ratio 
within a polycasting system for cochannel interference, the size of the service 
areas given in figures 1 to 9 will not be materially affected for they depend 
principally on signal strength. What will be affected is the percentages of loca- 
tions free from the ghost type of interference in the area within the polycasting 
stations. These percentages are marked on the figures and indicated by dashed 
lines. The manner in which these percentages would change can be approxi- 
mately estimated from figure 14 for a polycasting system with stations at the 
corners of a square and from figure 15 for a system with stations in a straight 
line. 

The separation between polycasting systems can and should be reduced to 
about 20 decibels by requiring synchronous operation of all cochannel stations, 
or by the method that I feel is preferable: namely, by operating with FM. 


TABLE I.—Power required by single station to provide same service area as 
polycasting system 


Power of single station 

















Service Area served 
300 feet 500 feet 
anni a | petit iemiibinnet 
EXAMPLE I 
Rural service, small; polycasting: 4 
stations, 2 kilowatts, 300 feet (figs. | 
1, 2, and 3) | 
Grade C ...--------| 5,500 square miles...| 1,000 kilowatts_.....| 300 kilowatts. 
Fading at extreme of service !__...| 7 decibels (polycast- | 20 decibels ---..-...- 15 decibels. 
ing). 
EXAMPLE It | 
Rural service. large; polycasting: 12 
stations, 2 kilowatts, 300 feet (fig. 4): | 
Grade C : : } 19,000 square miles 300,000,000 kilowatts_| 200,000,000 kilowatts. 
Fading at extreme of service ! | 7 decibels (polycast- | 72 decibels - --.-- 68 decibels. 
| ing). | 
EXAMPLE III 
City service heavily built-up: poly | 
casting: 4 stations, 2 kilowatts, 300 
feet (figs. 5 and 6 
Grade A ; ..-------| 1,100 square miles_._| 1,100 kilowatts-.... | 340 kilowatts. 
Grade B ‘ 1,600 square miles | 180 kilowatts___._. 5 | 50 kilowatts. 
Grade C 3,500 square miles 190 kilowatts___...-- 40 kilowatts. 
Fading at extreme of service '__._..| 10 decibels (poly- | 13 decibels..........| 10 decibels. 


casting). | 
EXAMPLE IV 


City service not heavily builtup: 
rolyeasting: 4 stations, 2 kilowatts, 
300 feet (figs. 7 and 8 





RING Diorio’ ci tac battlins | 1,400 square miles_..| 55 kilowatts......-- | 30 kilowatts. 

Grade B : -----------| 2,500 square miles_..| 80 kilowatts.......-- 30 kilowatts. 

Grade C | 4,100 square miles 120 kilowatts_.......| 40 kilowatts. 
| 


Fading at extreme of service ! | 9 decibels (polycast- | 15 decibels. .._....-- 12 decibels. 


ing). | 


EXAMPLE V 





City service heavilybuilt up. elliptical 
area; nolycasting: 4 stations in line 





fig. 9): j 

Grade A ; 46 by 30____.. | 4,700 kilowatts._....| 1,200 kilowatts. 
Grade B ; 60 by 44._...........} 1,800 kilowatts_...._| 400 kilowatts. 
Grade C .| 76 by 58. _. ..| 850 kilowatts._......| 150 kilowatts. 
Fading at extreme of service ! .| 7 decibels (polycast- | 17 decibels..........| 13 decibels. 





ing). 
' ! 


1 Fading is defined as ratio of signal for 1 percent and 99 percent of the time (E/E). 
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‘BLE II].—E/ffective power gain of field at center of a polycasting system con- 
sisting of 4 equal stations at the coorners of a square over single station of 
equal total power concentrated at 1 of the corners 


Power gain—Slope of 
probability curve 


Percent of locations 


For sub- 
For city, 42 urban and 
| rural, 27 
} 
percent. - cane adhe _...---..| 20 decibels. _|10 decibels. 
percent Z a - ~ es . ‘ 15 decibels 7 decibels 
percent..........- soe po sssodenkbentinetedboniensesiewes er odouedotl ...--} 12 decibels 5 decibels. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WILMOTTE BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION, NOVEMBER 10, 1949, CORRECTION TO SUPPLEMENT A 


With the presentation made by me before the Federal Communications Com- 
mission on November 10, 1949, I submitted in exhibit No. 289 estimates of 
service for a number of examples of the application of polycasting. I also 
explained the assumption on the propagation of waves at UHF used in arriving 
at these estimates. By some mischance the explanation of the assumptions was 
taken from some work sheets that were not used in the calculations, The curves 
actually used are given below. 

Attached figures 1 and 2 show the propagation curves used for 600 megacycles. 
The M(d,f) curve used which corresponds to figure 1 of the Ad Hoc report and 
figure 17A of my supplement A is shown in attached figure 3. This correction is 
applied to the theoretical propagation curve for a smooth sphere of % the 
earth’s radius to obtain the curves in figures 1 and 2 up to 40 miles from the 
transmitter. For distances beyond 80 miles the propagation characteristics 
were obtained by extrapolating the Ad Hoc Committee curves to 600 megacycles 
as shown in figure 18A of supplement A, exhibit No. 289, The propagation curves 
were completed by connecting these 2 sections with a smooth curve over the 
distance from 40 to 80 miles. Receiving antenna heights are assumed to be 30 
feet for all estimates. 

The dotted curves in figures 1 and 2 represent the theoretical field intensity 
versus distance curve referred to as S in the Ad Hoc report. The distance do 
beyond which S is always less than the free space field is 10.5 miles for a 
transmitter height of 300 feet and 16.5 miles for a transmitter height of 500 feet. 

Fur comparison, the propagation curve of the Ad Hoc Committee for 195 
megacycles for a transmitter height of 500 feet and a receiver height of 30 feet 
is shown in figure 4. (Charts are in official files of committee). 


SUPPLEMENT B 
STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WILMOTTE ON ALLOCATION OF POLYCASTING SYSTEMS 


A polycasting system is not limited to serving a circular area, nor is the 
area limited in size as it is with a single station operation. A polycasting 
system can he designed, therefore, to fit substantially with the great variety 
of social, cultural, economic, and political areas that make up the country. In 
any allocation that takes these basic factors into account, the polycasting sys- 
tems used shou'd vary greatly from one area to the next. However, to simplify 
the study of an estimated allocation pattern, a simple polycasting system, con- 
sisting of 2 channels with 2 stations having 2 kilowatts of radiated power at a 
heizlit of 300 reet on each channel, has been taken as the basic polycasting unit. 

Two examples of possible allocations are shown in figures 1B and 2B. One 
is designed for a typical midwestern area and the other for a congested eastern 
area. 

For the first example the section of the country taken includes the cities of 
St. Louis, Kansas City, and Wichita. Each city in the area which has a popula- 
tion of more than 100,000 has been assigned as many UHF polycasting services 
as are provided for it in the proposed allocation of the Federal Communications 
Commission, including those provided in both the VHF and UHF bands. After 
an adequate number of channels was provided for these cities, the rest of the 
area was studied with the view of serving the whole area with grade C service 
or better. 
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There are innumerable ways of providing this service. The arrangement 
shown in figure 1b is one such arrangement. It is seen that the whole of the 
rural area can be served with the use of only nine channels. 

Lhe purpose of providing UHF services in the large cities to the same number 
as is provided in the VHF band in the proposal of the Federal Communications 
Commission was to indicate that the UHI band was large enough to carry all 
the services required in a truly complete national television service in the area 
studied 

Table 1B shows the channels allocated to cities of more than 100,000 in the 
example, and indicates also the estimated possible number of services that 
might be provided for cities and rural areas if all channels from 14 through 55 
were used. ‘The numbers in parentheses, for instance (14-36) refer to every 
other channel; that is, 14, 16, 18, etc., through 36. 

In making up the proposed allocation for a typical midwestern area, the 
required separation of polycasting systems shown in figure 12A of the preceding 
supplement was used, 

In making this study the minimum separation of polycasting systems shown 
in figure 12A of supplement A was maintained with only a few minor exceptions. 
Also in accordance with the concept explained previously, the individual stations 
of a polycasting system were located as far as possible in small towns. In 
some of the larger towns, such as St. Joseph, Mo., and Lincoln, Nebr., it was 
arranged to have two stations belonging to different polycasting systems designed 
to serve areas lying in different directions from these towns. 

The population within each polycasting system is given approximately in 
table 11B. It is seen that a substantial population is served by each system. 

The service area of the systems in the large cities is not shown because they 
can be designed with greater latitude in view of the density of population. 

lor the second example the congested area lying between New York City 
and Baltimore was selected. The allocation in this area as shown in figure 2B 
was designed to provide grade B service over the whole area. Here again all 
cities of over 100,000 population of which there are 16, were provided with as 
Inauny services as Was proposed by the Federal Communications Commission 
for the VHF and CHF bands combined. An exception was made for New York 
which was provided with 10 channels, 4 more than were proposed by the Federal 
Communications Commission. For the rest of the area, polycasting stations 
were located whenever possible at the more important population centers. 

A deviation from the simple basic polycasting system of locating the station at 
approximately the corners of a square was used in one case on Long Island 
where the service from a number of stations in a line is shown as an ellipse. 
To serve the Scranton-Wilkes Barre area, a similar arrangement would probably 
be used. 

The service area in the large cities of more than 100,000 is not shown. What 
is shown is their approximate metropolitan areas. In some cases it will be 
desirable for some of the services in these cities to include the city proper plus 
an area extending in one direction, while other services wi!l include areas in 
another direction. Such an arrangement will make it possible to bring adjacent 
polycasting systems closer to the city. For instance, in the case of New York City, 
if a polycasting system were established in New Jersey starting at Asbury Park 
and going south along the coast, a New York City system could be established 
on adjacent channels but designed to spread its service toward Long Island or 
Westchester County and deliberately restrict its service in New Jersey. For 
similar reasons, some New York services would spread into New Jersey to allow 
adjacent channel systems to serve Long Island or Westchester County. 

In figure 2B not all the channels between No. 14 and No. 455 have been used. 
Some 4 additional services could be provided to the Del Mar Peninsula, and 
along the coastline 1 additional service could be added. 
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FIGURE 1B 
POLYCASTING 


EXAMPLE OF ALLOCATION 
FOR TYPICAL MIDWESTERN AREAS 


OPERATION: EACH SERVICE 4 POLYCASTING STATIONS, 
2kw, 300’ 2 CHANNELS. 


SERVICE: CITIES OVER 100,000: CHANNELS USED and 
NUMBER OF SERVICES PROVIDED AS SHOWN. 
( hazaa) INDICAT! : TE NNE To 24) 
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FIGURE 1B 
POLYCASTING 


EXAMPLE OF ALLOCATION 
FOR TYPICAL MIDWESTERN AREAS 


OPERATION: EACH SERVICE 4 POLYCASTING STATIONS, 


SERVICE: 


2Kw, 300, 2 CHANNELS. 
CITIES OVER 100,000: CHANNELS USED AND / 
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OTHER AREAS: GRADE C SERVICE SHOWN 
PROVIDED BY 9 CHANNELS, (14-22). 
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FIGURE 28 


POLYCASTING 
EXAMPLE OF ALLOCATION 
BETWEEN NEW YORK AND BALTIMORE 


OPERATION: EACH SERVICE 4 POLYCASTING STATIONS, 
2KW, 300, 2 CHANNELS. 





SERVICE: CITIES OVER 100,000: CHANNELS USED AND 


NUMBER OF SERVICES PROVIDED AS SHOWN. 
( GERM INDICATES ALTERNATE CHANNELS FROM I4 TO 24} 
CONTOURS NOT SHOWN. 


OTHER AREAS: GRADE 8B SERVICE AS SHOWN. 
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FIGURE 28 


POLYCASTING 


EXAMPLE OF ALLOCATION 
BETWEEN NEW YORK AND BALTIMORE 


f 
f 


13 SERVICES 
| 
m OPERATION: EACH SERVICE 4 POLYCASTING STATIONS, 
2kw, 300; 2 CHANNELS. 


| 
we LS 
| 


SERVICE: CITIES OVER 100,000: GHANNELS USED AND 
NUMBER OF SERVICES PROVIDED AS SHOWN. 
( GERM INDICATES ALTERNATE CHANNELS FROM I4 TO 24) 
CONTOURS NOT SHOWN. 





OTHER AREAS: GRADE B SERVICE AS SHOWN. 
ADDITIONAL SERVICE GAN BE PROVIDED. 
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TaRnLe I-B.—Hecample of polycasting allocation, midwestern area 


Operation: Each service 4 polycasting stations, 2 kilowatt radiated, 300 feet, 2 
hannels, 





Estimated total 
Shown on figure I-B : 
pos Die 
Area served 
Number | qpannejs | Number 
of services| ~*" "> |of services Manes 
Cities 
g 6 14-36 10 14-52 
Ka 4 15-29 10 l } 
Omaha 3 14-24 6 14-36 
Des Moines 3 14-24 6 14-36 
Wichita 3 14-24 6 14-36 
Davenport 2 15-21 4 15-29 
Peoria 2 15-21 1 15-29 
Other areas 1-2 14-22 4-6 


TABLE IIl-B.—Approgvimate population served by 1 polycasting system, rural 


service 
State: Population 
Illinois 200, 000 
Iowa siete i a ‘ 4 - adit 200, 000 
Kansas al a Na la REE Pet oo eG ae 105, 000 
Missouri 6 laa Seu ‘ ie _ 150, 000 
Nebraska : lbs hianaieddntiaadbatate dil aan it ie Se _. 66,000 


SUPPLEMENT C 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WILMOTTE ON TELEVISION POLYCASTING AND FREQUENCY 
MopuLATION AT UHF 


I, POLYCASTING 


Polyeasting is a method of providing radio broadcasting service over an area 
my using several small stations located inside one city if the city is large, or in 
several small towns relatively close together, if a rural area is to be served. 
The operation of several stations by one operator is not monopolistic, it is 
simply a more efficient manner of serving an area, and permits the laying down 
of a stronger signal over the area than is possible with a single station of the 
same t tar power. In fact, polycasting should increase competition for it will 
put UHF stations on a competitive footing with VHF. 

There is no opposition from engineers to this concept except from the point 
of view that the picture received may be deteriorated by “ghosts.” I have made 
an estimate of the effect of ghosts and that estimate shows that if two channels 
are used, this ghost problem, while it exists, is not serious 

The great advantage of polycasting is that since signals at any one point come 
from several directions, it is unlikely that all these signals will be shadowed by 
obstructions, so that one may reasonably expect that at all points at least one 
signal will be strong, or in other words that shadows will be substantially 
eliminated. It is the effort to provide a good signal in these shadows that 
requires such tremendous powers at UHF from a single station. It is for this 
reason that it is generally recognized that good service cannot be rendered at 

HF over large areas or in areas having large structures or hills, except with 
inreasonable amounts of power. 

Polyeasting seems to be the only alternative. Estimates that I have made 
show that in a heavily built up area, a polycasting system consisting of four 2 
kilowatt stations at a height of 300 feet will give grade A service over the same 
area as a single 1,000-kilowatt station. For a small suburban type of area, a 
similar polyecasting service will provide the same area of grade B service as a 
single station of 110 kilowatts. For rural service of 5,500 square miles a 4-station 
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polycasting system (a total power of 8 kilowatts) would provide better service 
than a single 1,250-kifowatt station; and over 19,000 square miles; 12 polycasting 
stations (a total power of 24 kilowatts would provide better service than a single 
station of 400,000,000 kilowatts. 

As to cost, it is difficult to compare a polycasting with a single station, opera- 
tion because high powered transmitters are not yet available. It is clear, how 
ever, that when dealing with radiated powers as low as 2 kilowatts which would 
require transmitters of only a few hundred watts, these would be made in 
sufficient quantities that their price would become quite low. The total equip 
ment cost of a slave station including tower and antenna would be about $25,000. 
The slave stations could be automatic and would need no attendance, so that 
the cost of installation and operation would probably be substantially less than 
the corresponding cost of a high powered single station operation. 

A question may be raised that polycasting has not been field tested. That, of 
course, should be done to obtain quantitative answers on a number of factors 
still unknown. But it should be borne in mind that single station high power 
operation has not been tested either at UHF and there are many questions still 
unanswered. In fact, what tests have been made indicate that such service 
would not be very satisfactory. 


II, FREQUENCY MODULATION 


In comparing AM with FM for television, early tests decided in favor of AM. 
It has been brought out, however, that the FM tests were carried out with AM 
receivers! The Federal Communications Commission laboratories have re- 
cently shown the fallacy of such tests. Indeed they have shown that without 
any special design techniques FM appears in many ways superior to AM. The 
laws of nature give FM a number of inherent advantages. For instance, FM 
makes much more complete use of the channel than AM; it also gives freedom to 
the engineer to produce a much greater variety of results. These characteristics 
will undoubtedly be developed to the full by engineers if they are given the oppor- 
tunity to do so. These advantages will be reflected in practical operation in the 
reducing of the disturbing effect of ghosts, of interference and of noise. Such 
improvements when developed fully are of the greatest importance for without 
them it may be difficult for television service to reach the quality and general 
use that sound broadcasting has reached. 

These improvements could be expected to solve almost all problems of allo- 
eation and competition. They would also improve the operation of polycasting. 
In fact, by combining FM with polycasting there would be good likelihood that 
in due course every operator could serve his whole service area with strong 
signals, thereby largely eliminating the need for outside directional receiving 
antennas and permitting stations to be located so close together that every area 
could be served by many operators. 

The only disadvantage of FM in the UHF band is that it will require different 
standards than those now existing in the VHF band. Receiving set manufac 
turers are naturally unfavorable to using different standards for they fear 
damage to the immediate market, even though UHF adapters for VHF sets 
could readily be made to comprise means for operating with FM without 
changing the circuits of the VHF sets. But since the standards decided now 
will undoubtedly last many decades the question arises whether we should stand- 
ardize on an inferior system merely to alleviate the fears that the present market 
might be slightly decreased. 

As to time of making the UHF band available, I believe that the adoption of FM 
and polycasting would bring the UHF band more rapidly into general operation. 
There is no particular difficulty in manufacturers designing FM receivers. In 
fact the Federal Communications Commission engineers have already used 
circuits that are very satisfactory. A certain amount of study should be given 
to the exact standards that should be applied to FM; however if work were 
carried out along this line, in a matter of 6 months adequate information should 
be available for this purpose. The greatest delay in providing television broad- 
casting service at UHF on the presently proposed standards appears to be due 
to our present inability to build high powered AM transmitters. With FM, and 
more particularly with FM and polycasting, the power required would be so 
small that transmitters should be available in a matter of months, so that 
making FM the standard of operation is likely to open the UHF band more 
rapidly than forcing the VHF standards on the UHF band. Moreover, it will 
make UHF operation comnetitively as good as, and probably eventually better 
than, operation in the VHF band. 
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Probably more important is what we can expect of the long distant future. 
Technical progress in the past has been great, but we can expect even greater 
progress in the future. The degree of progress will depend however on the 
flexibility that the standards permit. FM inherently provides greater flexi- 
bility than AM. With an eye on the future, that reason alone should make FM 
by far the more desirable. To standardize on AM now will prevent engineers 
from translating the inherent potential advantages of kM into improved service 
to the public. 


III. A DESIRABLE PROCEDURE 


Ideally, the whole of television should be operated in the UHF band, leaving 
he VHF band for other services that are in much need of it and simplifying 
the design of receivers. Practically, that cannot be achieved because of the 

resent substantial operation and investment in the VHI band and because 

UHF equipment is not yet reads It would therefore be desirable to make the 
UHF standards as perfect as possible so that there might be expected a trend 
from VHF to UHF purely for performance and economic reasons. Rather than 
tie down UHF to the VHF standards it would be better to find the best stand- 

rds for color, service and freedom from ghosts and interference; and make 
these the standards for the UHF band, leaving the VHI* standards unchanged. 

If that is done, American engineering ingenuity will find ways of handling any 
intermediate condition while both VHF and UHI are in demand by the public. 

Our American economy and technical growth is largely based on our faith 
that the best progress is made by freedom and evolution as against a growing 
thinking in some other parts of the world (which is bound to be temporary if 
we are right) that progress is best achieved by detailed regulations and decrees. 
In television today there is a unique opportunity, unusual in radio regulation, 
n that a frequency band is ready to be used and is still not used. There is more 
engineering freedom in FM than in AM, more freedom also in polyeasting than in 
single station operation. This, I feel, is a very real and basic argument in 
favor of both these types of operation, for if we apply our national faith here, 
we should seek for the standards in this UHF frontier, which is about to open 
up, the naximum freedom for technical evolution. 


SUPPLEMENT D 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WiLMorre BErorE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION, NOVEMBER 10, 1949 


Poiycasting estimate of city service 

In supplement A which was presented on November 10, 1949, and given in 
some detail in exhibit No. 289, examples of the estimated service rendered by 
polycasting were given. Most of the information referred to comparisons with 
a single station type of operation for a whole service area, In this supplement 
are given estimates of the signal strength that may be expected in a limited area 
where good service is required as in the case of a city. 

The polycasting system assumed is an arrangement of four 2-kilowatt stations 
300-feet high located at the corners of a square having diagonals 10 miles in 
length. Two examples are given: Where the slope of the distribution curve 
for location is 42, as appears to be the figure for heavily built up areas; and 
where it is 27, as in the case of suburban or rural areas. In other respects, 
the assumptions made in the estimate are the same as those described in supple- 
ment A, as corrected, of exhibit No. 289. 

The curves in attached figures 1D and 4D refer to the estimated field intensity 
for grade A service (namely, for 90 percent of the locations and £0 percent of 
the time) along a diagonal of the square of the polycasting system. 

Figures 1D and 2D refer to the example with a slope of 42 for the distribu- 
tion curve for locations. In figure 1D is also shown the field intensity for a 
single station of the same total radiated power; namely, 8 kilowatts at the same 
height of 300 feet. Figure 2D is similar to figure 1D except that the single 
station has a power of 1100 kilowatts. 

Figures 8D and 4D are similar to figures 1D and 2D except for the slope of 
the distribution curve for locations which is taken as 27 instead of 42. In 
figure 3D the single station radiates 8 kilowatts while in figure 4D it radiates 
200 kilowatts. 

These four figures show the great advantage of polycasting as against single 
Station operation that appears to be possible as regards field intensity over a 
densely populated area. (Charts are in official files of committee. ) 
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WNAM-TV, 
April 22, 1954. 
Re communications hearing 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PorteR: The Neenah-Menasha Broadcasting Co., owners and 
operators of television station WNAM-TV at Neenah, Wis., desire to have this 
letter represent our statement to your committee on the subject of Senate bill 
S. 8095 hearings 

WNAM-TYV at Neenah, Wis., is a UHF station operating on channel 42 since 
January 26, 1954. Our construction permit was granted in December of 1952. 

Shortly after our FCC construction permit was granted, WNAM-TYV filed 
an application with the National Broadcasting Co, television network and the 
Du Mont television network. At that time, the nearest NBC—TV affiliate was 
Milwaukee, Wis. Channel 2 at Green Bay, Wis., was not on the air, but con- 
tracts had been announced with ABC-TV, CBS—TYV, and Du Mont. 

In New York, early in 12953, we were told that NBC-TV would not be able 
to give us an opinion on affiliation until after Milwaukee moved from channel 3 
to channel 4 with 100 kilowatts. When the move was made and it was clear 
that Milwaukee and NBC-TV did not have primary coverage in this market, 
we again asked for an affiliation. On our second request we offered to carry 
NBC-TYV programs as a bonus station, even paying the costs of network lines. 
As late as December 1953 we were informed that NBC-TV could not affiliate 
with us. We quote from a letter signed by Tom Knode of NBC-TV: 
“Obviously this conclusion has been reached on the basis of drawing-board 
information, and our final position with respect to Neenah-Menasha can’t be 
determined until the Marinette-Green Bay facility is in operation. We feel, 
however, that the best interests of all parties involved will be served by not 
afiiliating with WNAM-TYV at the present time.” 

This then brings up the first statement we should like your committee to 
consider. Allocation plan of the FCC sixth report. This plan allocated 2 
VHF channel to Green Bay, Wis., and 1 VHF to Marinette, Wis. The FCC has 
recently seen fit to grant the Marinette facility a transmitter location at Pen- 
saukee, Wis., Which is 25 miles north of Green Bay. The proposed site is closer 
to Green Bay than to Marinette 

It is our humble opinion that the grant of this location actually places three 
VHF stations in the Green Bay area; such action prohibits WNAM-TV from 
receiving an affiliation with NBC-—TYV, since the Marinette station is classified 
by NBC as their “Marinette-Green Bay facility,’ and that such action does not 
make the best use of the facility because an area north of Marinette, Wis., will 
not receive primary television service as a result. 

We believe, therefore, that a 10-mile limit should be placed on VHF trans- 
mitter sites from the principal community to be served, rather than signal 
strength to the principal community. 

Qur second statement is in regard to the FCC’s proposal to revise section 
3.658 (b) on Chain Broadcasting Rules 

The Neenah-Menasha Broadcasting Co. favors this proposal on the basis that 
WNAM-TYV would benefit to the extent of having some national network pro- 
grams available to us where the advertiser wishes to place it. The Neenah- 
Menasha-Appleton, Wis., area has been classified as one market by Sales Man- 
agement, Standard Rate and Data, and the Audit Bureau of Circulations. As 

uch, this market becomes the fourth largest market in Wisconsin with a 1950 
census population of over 55,000 persons, a large enough market to warrant na 
tional advertisers to place network time 

In summation, it is our opinion that UHF can best be served and it in turn 
provide a « ipetitive television system if (1) VHF stations are limited to trans 
mitter locations not more than 10 air-line miles from the principal community 
to be served, and (2) the FCC revises section 3.658 (b) of the Chain Broad- 
casting Rules to preclude network affiliates from contracting with its network 

prevent stations located in another community from carrying programs of 
the networks 

Respectfully submitted. 


Don C. Wrrrn, 
Vice President. 
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Senator Porrer. I want to insert in the record at this point a con- 
structive editorial that appeared in TV Guide April 30, 1954, con- 
cerning “all channel tuners in color sets.” 

The editorial states: 

It is evident that color sets gradually will replace monotone receivers over 
the next few years. If, during the replacement period, provision can also be 
made for reception of UHF stations, viewers will benefit twofold. 


I am hopeful that the manufacturers will do this. This editorial 
will be inserted at this point in the record. 
(TV Guide editorial is as follows:) 


{From TV Guide, week of April 30—May 6, 1954] 
ALL CHANNEL TUNERS AND CoLor SEtTs 


Now, as we enter the new era of color TV, is the time to establish ultra high 
frequency television as a major factor in the medium. It can be done, simply 
nd easily, by installing at the factory a combination VHF—UHF tuner in every 
lor set produced. 

There is room in the frequency spectrum for only about 300 VHF stations, 
while the spectrum can accommodate about 1700 UHF stations. The public 
would be served best by the greatest number of stations. More outlets in each 
irea would mean a wider choice of shows for viewers. 

As things stand now, it is difficult for a UHF station to make its way in a 
region served by a couple of VHF stations. In order to receive new UHF sta- 
tions, the viewer must install a converter in his set, and that entails expense. 
So far, UHF outlets have been successful chiefly in areas that have no VHF 
competition. 

The Federal Communications Commission has done almost everything in its 
power to push UHF. It has yet, however, to urge that manufacturers install 
tuners capable of receiving both VHF and UHF telecasts in all color sets. 

A check of major manufacturers shows that only one specifies VHF-UHF 
tuners for all its color sets. The others either have made no decision yet or are 
installing them only as ordered by customers. 

This isa golden opportunity, perhaps the only opportunity that ever will arise, 
to put over UHF television. It is evident that color sets gradually will replace 
monotone receivers over the next few years. If, during the replacement period, 
provision can also be made for reception of UHF stations, viewers will benefit 
twofold. 


Senator Porrer. We have as our first witness today the Chairman 
of the Federal Communications Commission, Mr. Rosel Hyde. It is 
a pleasure to have you here. I know that there are busy times for 
you, but this is a problem which the Commission has given much 
attention, and studied too, so we will be pleased to have your testi- 
mony on this vital subject at this time, Mr. Hyde. 


STATEMENT OF ROSEL H. HYDE, ACTING CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Mr. Hype. Senator Potter and members of the committee, the Com- 
mission is pleased to cooperate and supply for that purpose all the 
information and assistance it can. The statement which I am able 
to present is longer than I would wish to offer. However, we thought 
that at the outset it would be desirable to have a full statement of the 
TV allocation plan and the considerations that went into it. I 
should like to explain that this statement has been approved by a 
majority of the Commission. However, it may be expected that some 
members will have additional views or views somewhat different in 
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some respects to this statement which I am presenting, and Com- 
missioner Hennock has a statement of separate views which she 
wishes to present to the committee, 

Senator Porr R. We vw 1] hear Miss Hennock after you have com- 
plete it your tatement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hyn Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my hame 
Ro H. Hyde. Iam Chairman of the Federal Communications 


I ippreciate this opportunity to join you in a discussion of the status 
and developm« nt of UHF « hannels: .For the fate of the UHF channels 


matter of great import in the development of our Nation’s com- 
1 cations system. 

The problem which confronts us today stems basically from the 
fact t! at the teley s10n service be wan in one part of the frequency 
band—the VHF. Now, that service has been expanded into another 

nd substantially higher portion of the spectrum—the UHF, or ultra 
rh frequenci The Commission envisages television service as 


one sery e not a scheme with lassificat ons of UHF and VHF, but 

rather as a single service, all TV and all giving service with the same 

standards and with the same benefits to the public. We have endeav 

ored at a times to } vent a reakdoy n which would divide the 
» or the licensees into separate groups. 

Phe stations in operation prior to June of 1952 all operated in the 
VHF. And all of the television equipment—transmitting and receiv 
Ing—| geared to VHF operation. The UHF stations require new 
ypes of transmitting equipment, and in order for the stations to be 


received, the public must either purchase new receivers, or make 
extensive changes in existing receivers. In short, UHF operation 
requires ibstar tial changes by manufac turers and by the public, and 
therefore as a onifi ant Impact on adv rtisers, networks, and all 
other elements in the industry. 


I think it necessary to an understanding of the problems that are 
presented that we review and keep before us the principal events and 
considerations which have brought this situation about. I shall, there 
fore, set forth briefly the factors which led to the utilization of the 
UHF band and the manner in which it was to be used. I shall indicate 
specifically why we could not place all television in the VHF, why 
we intermixed VHF and UHF channels in the same community, and 
why we provided for wide-coverage areas for all stations. I shall 
also an ilyze the growth of television stations since the lifting of the 
“freeze” and the current financial reports of new VHF and UHF 
stations. Finally, I shall touch on the measures the Commission has 
under consideration affecting UHF. 

Senator Porrer. Has the Commission ever considered placing all 
television in the UHF band? 

Mr. Hype. Yes: the Commission did consider that in connection 
with its allocation and I shall have a rather full discussion on that 
in my presentation. 

Television is a newcomer in the art and industry of communica- 
tions. You will recall that commercial television began in 1941 but 
was blocked from normal development as a result of the wartime freeze, 
which lasted until October of 1945. The utilization of the UHF band 
is an even more recent development. In the sixth report and order, 
adopted April 11, 1952, after 3 years of extensive hearings in which 
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hi dreds of expert were } eard al ad thous unds of ( xhibits were care 
rated a nationwide table of 


lly studied, the Commission promulg 
le on assionment and rules 1 d at; indards to govern thre t¢ ipa. 


bro deast ervice Fo the first ‘ei commercial television 


tations were authorized to ee te in the frequency band we SYU 
cacycles, commonly known .UHF band. This table of assign 
nt ‘| rovided for ass gnments we) both VHF and UHF deanna 
the same community In addition, the rules and standards gover) 
the television broadcast service ad pted by the Commission at 

it time spec ified the powers ind antenna heights that stations 


erating on VHF al | PHF ehat nel] mn olht emplov. 
It was apparent that the 12 VHE channels allocated for commercial 
vision would not be adequate for a competitive nationwide system 
television broadeastinge. And it was equi lly ap parent that reali 
lly there was little prospect for allocating to television more cha 
in the VHF portion of the spectrum. To do so would have 
quired that other highly important radio services would have to 
cle prived of frequencic vital to their operations. These other 
rvices include the use of radio frequenc es for FM as well as for 
lice, fire, aeronautical, petroleum, utility, railroad, and other not 
broadeast services. Acc rdingly, the pl in adopt ed | ry the Commi 

n in its sixth report and order provided for use of the 12 VHF 

iunnels and, in addition, for the use of 707 UHF channels. I repeat 

rain there are 12 VHF channels and it is planned that there will be 
(0 | Hk hannels 11 1 that part of the spectrum. 

senator Por rER, What abor { the area between | and 5 ¢ Would t 
the Government have a little piece of the spectrum ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. Yes: as a matter of fact, there are 2 breaks in the VHF 

irt of the spectrum, and I should lke to tell you W hat the reasons 

which accounts for that break in what otherwise might be a solid 
illocation to 1 service. 

[ have some specific notes on that if you will bear with me just a 
moment. 

When the teley ision allocation Was made the whole allocation Was 
influenced to a considerable extent by various developments of the 
wartime period. ‘That had to be taken into consideration in the gen- 
eral allocation which included an extensive aeronautical radionaviga 
tion system in worldwide use by the United Staes and its allies which 
used the frequency 75 megacycles for aeronautical marker beacons, the 
band 108-112 megacycles for aeronautical localizers and the band 

28-336 megacycles for aeronautical glide path. (These were the 
three essential elements of an instrument landing system for blind 
landing.) 

\n extensive aeronautical communications system in worldwide use 
n the band 112-132 megacycles. 

An essential requirement for Government communications in the 
band 225-400 megacycles. 

A need for frequency allocation for a variety of non-Government 
land mobile services in the UHF spectrum for which no communica- 
tions equipment was yet available above 225 megacycles. 

Senator Porrer. With reference to the 112-132 megacycles, where 
would that be on your dial, as we say ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. I have a chart that will indicate that, Senator. The 
blue is channels 2 through 6 television. 
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Incidentally, I would like to introduce Mr. Curtis Plummer, the 
Chief of the Broadcast Bureau of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission. He might explain this chart further. 

Mr. PtummMer. The yellow is the FM band. In the band between 
108 and 174 is the area that the Commissioner is talking about. It 
includes aeronautical services. 

Senator Porrrer. Is that above the 12 line? 

Mr. Ptummer. No; the other 7 television stations are here [indi- 
cating | but VHF is between 104 and 216 megacycles. 

Mr. Hype. The area in blue are the three divisions. The reasons 
for those separations were developments and investments in equip- 
ment and usages which had to be recognized when the Commission 
set up a plan. I can supply more detail on that if you wish. 

Senator Porrrr. Is that being used ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes; itis. Asa matter of fact, the suggestion has been 
made that the radiobeacons should be eliminated and there have been 
long-range plans looking toward that. But that is something that 
could not possibly have been effected in the time of the television 
application and indeed it would not be practicable to undertake it at 
this time. 

Senator Porrer. There have been some suggestions to put in a 
-hannel 414 or something like that. 

Mr. Hyoe. I believe that those suggestions had in mind the possible 
use of the FM part of the spectrum, that part now dedicated or 
allocated for FM operations. 

There are in the neighborhood of 600 FM stations operating in- 
cluding about 100 operating in the noncommercial educational service 
and the Commission envisages a more effective use of these FM 
channels for what you might call auxiliary services related to it. 

We have a rulemaking out on it. Any proposal to limit broadcast 
service would have a very large impact on the public. That may not 
be realized because of the amount of attention that television gets. 
But there is a continuing interest in FM. We still get applications 
for new stations. The interest is greater in some areas than in others, 
but it is real, not something that you can brush aside as an outmoded 
service or one in any sense ‘abandoned. 

If I may summarize my answer to your question, it is that the 
Federal Communications Commission had to find places for other 
services based largely on developments over the wartime period and 
it was not possible, there was not other VHF space available for 
television. 

Senator Porrer. Do you agree with the statement made by Com- 
missioner Sterling in the speech given in Washington, D. C., on May 
10, 1954, and I wish to read a “portion of his speech, a couple of 
paragraphs, and see if that is the Commission’s position? I quote 
now from Commissioner Sterling’s remarks: 

Suggestions and petitions have been filed with the Commission from time to 
time suggesting that an additional VHF frequency be allocated to the TV 
broadcasting service by utilizing the 72-76 megacycle band which has some 
limited use because of the need of protecting the 75-megacycle nautical aero- 
nautical marker beacon system. The proponents suggest that some real-locations 
of adjacent space would yield a 6-megacycle TV channel which might be 
identified as channel 4%. I can scotch any hopes of those desiring to obtain 
this space for TV broadcasting service by announcing that on April 5 of this 


year CAA, in response to an inquiry, advised the Commission that the decom 
missioning of L/MF four-course radiorange will not be complete until 1958 and 
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that the ILS program calls for continued use of the 75 megacycles beacon 
Chey suggest that the aeronautical requirements be reviewed at some date afte! 
1963 
I assume 1963 is when their allocation time runs out, is that correct ? 
Mr. Hype. I think that there is no firm limitation on the allocation, 
but [ think that is their amortization program and the ILS means 
strument landing system. I consider that Commissioner Sterling’s 
tatement is a fair appri iisal of the situation, yes, sir. 
Senator Porrer. Then he goes on with another paragraph which I 
ill read: 


Others have suggested utilizing the lower half or all of the FM band for TV 

deasting. Such a proposal would, of course, be vigorously opposed by the 
M licensees as well as their loyal listeners as well as fixed and mobile services 
o are seeking additional spectrum space \ hearing of some proportions 


ld necessarily be required if the Commission were to entertain such 
titions. The situation in this regard is aggravated by the Commission’s 
oposed rulemaking to authorize multiplexing of FM channels for storecasting 
nd other similar services, and if finally adopted might pave the way for the 
irvival of an excellent broadcasting service as well as the possibility of 
ereophonic aural broadcasting coupled with the high fidelity interference-free 

ideasting service now available from stations operating in this band 

Do you concur with that? 

Mr. Hype. I agree with that. I think the Commissioner showed a 
oper concern about a final elimination of FM service which still 
olds oreat promise. 

We have a chart dealing with that. If you wish, Mr. Curtis Plum 
mer could give you a very brief outline of the situation with the help 
f the chart. 

Sena tor Scnorpre.. Will we have breakdowns in small ways for 
our files ? 

Mr. is pe. We will supply them, Senator. 

(Small size copie of charts to be supplied for official files of 
ommiuttee, ) 


Mr. Pr MMER. This is a section of the radio spectrum bet wee! 50 
megacyt les one LOS megac ye les which is almost the top end of the FM 
and. You ill notice that channels 2,3, and 4 are in a block. 

Then there is this gap between 72 and 76 megacycles th: at you have 
mentioned as a possibility for channel 4144. Then channels 5 and 6 and 
then the FM band. Now 72 to 76 contains these aeronautical ae 
at 75 megacycles on the top half of this band, as the chairman has 


uready mentioned. They are a sort of a keystone that you # ave to 
move some way but it costs money and the problen 1 of amortization. 
That was true in 1945 when we made this allocation. So the best thing 
to do at that time was to merely put the channels around there. 

Senator Porrrer. Would that provide another channel, Mr. 
Plummer ? 

Mr. PLtummer. Not alone because there are on ily 4 megacycles there 
and it takes 6 megacycles for a television channel. : 

The proposal has ‘been made to use that plus 2 megacycles of the FM 
band and so move channels 5 and 6 up. Thos e two megacycles happen 
to be the noncommercial educational megac ycles. 

Mr. Hype. May I ask Mr. Plummer to give a further explanation ? 
Would it be necessary to make changes in the transmitters of all those 
stations oper: iting on channel 5 and channel 6, and of course the re 
ceiver receiving programs on that ? 
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Mr. PuumMer. Yes, sir. Let us assume that there are 40 stations 
on each channel 5 or 6 which were operating. All those transmitters 
would have to be retuned. There are millions of receivers. I would 
ouess that a considerable number of receiver's would need work by 
servicemen to be returned to those two channels. Some of the manu- 
facturers could give you more detail on that. 

Mr. Hype. I think there are other special problems that might come 
up such as assuming that we were able to salvage one more VHE 
channel and thus patch up the VHF situation. Wouldn't that be a 
worse position than we are in now ? 

I had stated that the Commission set up an allocation plan of 
using 12 VHF channels and 70 UHF channels. 

In reaching this decision the Commission rejected another proposal 
which had been made—that all television be moved to the UHF band. 
For at that time there were one or more VHF stations in operation in 
63 of the most populous centers of the United States. There were 108 
stations authorized. At the end of 1951, close to 15 million families, 
located principally in and around these 63 areas, had VHF sets. In 
many of these cities set saturation was more than 50 percent. The 
assignment of all television stations in the UHF would have had 
staggering consequences not only to the industry but to the public as 
well. The investment of consumers in VHF at that time amounted 
to billions of dollars. Similarly, the industry—including broad- 
casters, manufacture! Ss, Service and repair people—had invested untold 
millions in the VHF. May I mention that if you take an average 
cost of $200 for a VHF television receiver and multiply it by 13 
million you will come out with $3 billion, and that is only the cost 
of the consumer, the cost applicable to receiving sets. 

Another thing, any time any change is made in an allocation which 
causes Inconvenience to the public, which I am sure has come to your 
attention, it causes great public concern. A new station coming on 
the air causing even a fringe limitation on an existing operation gets 
communities very excited. 

Senator Porrer. And the communities get their Congressman very 
excited. 

Mr. Hype. That is right, and the Congress asks us what is the 
matter. In many instances the adjustments are made in connection 
with the advent of a new station and things work out, but it is some- 
times a painful experience. You must recall a Michigan situation in 
that connection ? 

Senator Porrer. I do recall it. 

Mr. Hype. To put the matter simply, if we were to provide an 
adequate number of television facilities, if we were to meet the need 
for multiple and local sources of expression, if we were to meet the 
need for adequate —¢ rvice, then we had no other choice. We were 
obliged to use not only the 12 channels available in the VHF portion 
of the spectrum but also the 70 channels in the UHF band. We must 
not lose sight of the fact that the assignment plan must serve not only 
for the present but for the future. It must serve as the basis for the 
long range development of our national television service. 

Senator Pastore. How do you get so many channels in some places 
and so few in others? 

Mr. Hypr. We made an appraisal of the relative needs and tried 
to adjust the allocation to those needs as best we could gage them. 
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I should like to Say that when we had made this alloc ation whi h does 
have the purpose of serving our long range needs, we were aware of 
the fact it would be subject to adjustments as a more exact examina 
tion night be made of particular areas and our rules setting up this 
allocation like all other rules of the Commission are subject to change, 
ind we have made some changes 1n the allocation plan but not in its 
basic concept. 

I would like to add further to my answer. One of the considerations 
that we examined first was the development of AM broadcasting. 
It gave an indication of the public interest and the public support for 
broadcasting and in determining the number of channels that might 
he reasonably allocated to cities, We took into consideration the 
number of stations broadcasting in those cities. 

Senator Pastore. I appreciate the explanation you have given me, 
but I am not satisfied with it, to be real honest about it. When you 
say to meet the needs, whose needs are you trying to meet, the viewing 
publie or the people running the stations ? 

Mr. Hyper. The paramount need is the overall need of the viewing 
public, but we have to take into consideration the factors that will 
contribute to the service of the overall public. 

Senator Pastore. What is the standard? How do you justify 7 
stations in New York City and 1 in Providence? Aren’t they entitled 
to see the same shows? Do you get it down to persons or to area ? 

Mr. Hyper. We would hope in an ideal situation, that every citizen 
should have the same number of programs and if there were some 
Government rule that could bring it about—you know that we have 
to take into consideration the economic realities, the distribution of 
population, and we have to take into consideration the economic possi 
bilities of the stations. 

Senator Porrer. Along that line, isn’t it the Commission’s policy to 
establish a nationwide competitive system ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. I know from my experience and to answer the Sen- 
itor’s question of what do you mean by a nationwide competitive sys- 
tem, there is no competition if there is just one station; is there? 

Mr. Hype. That is right, sir. My attention is called to the fact that 
in Providence there is a provision for 4 stations as against the 7 author- 
ized in New York. I think there is provision for additional UHF sta- 
tions in New York, as a matter of fact. We endeavored to make the 
distribution as fair and realistic as possible, having in mind the size 
of the markets, We took into consideration the comments of all inter 
ested parties. This was done as a result of rulemaking. The alloca- 
tion was announced on a tentative basis. We received the comment 
and assistance of the interested parties, all of which was examined in 
detail 

Senator Pastore. The trouble with getting the view of all interested 
parties is that it boils down to several potential interests in television. 
How do we tell the American public that you can go to J place and 
look at 7 channels and if you go to another place you can look at only 
1 or 2 or 3 or 4, how do we justify that? Why do we talk so much 
about competition ? 

They are falling all over each other to get these licenses. I under- 
stand once you get a license it is worth $1 million. That may sound 
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funny to some people, but the way they are scrambling for them, 
I understand that is so. 

Oh, is that figure of $1 million too low? Did somebody s 
million ¢ 

Miss Hennocx. That is right; $5 million. 

Mr. Hype. It is too high in some places, and much too low in others. 
It depends on the market and the economic factors invoived also to 
a large extent. 

Senator Pastore. But no one has actually answered my question of 
the ability of the people of New York to get 7 stations and what power 
have the people, say, in Providence got to get only 1? 

Mr. Hype. The difference isn’t 7 to 1. ‘Tt is true that there are not 
four VHF assignments there. 

One reason is the early development of television in New York. 
The other is raised when you go to remove stations that were con- 
structed early. Another is the relative short spacing between cities 
in the northeast section of the United States and the large number of 
cities, making it still more difficult to divide the scarce number of 
channels, 
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But if you examine the allocation scheme I think you will find the 
Commission made an allocation of channels per city on a pretty equi- 
table basis. It was not done to meet the interests of only certain inter- 


ests; it we 8 done to satisfy the listening pleasure and interest of the 
overall public. It would have been faulty if the Commission would 
disregard the economic picture. Cities have tried to get four channels 
in a place where they could not exist and we have attempted to hold out 
the service, at the same time denying multiple service to cities which 
ome support them. 

‘nator Porrer. Of the seven stations in New York, how many are 
mi ‘i ng money ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. I am told the nonnetwork stations are finding it some- 
what difficult. If we could examine this thing from the beginning we 
think some of those persons who were very much interested in having 
seven stations in New York would probably have a different viewpoint 
about it today. 

Senator Pasrore. On that viewpoint, I have been told that the 
reason why you cannot get the proper equitable distribution of these 
stations is because you start out with 7 concentrated in 1 area and 
there is the technical aspect that is involved that makes it rather 
hard without interference to get into an adjoining area when you 
start out with 7 in New York. Am I right or wrong? 

Mr. Hyper. It is true when you put 7 stations in 1 community, you 
limit the channels in other areas immediately around there. 

Senator Pasrorr. Can you answer my question? Am I right or 
wrong ¢ 

Mr. Hyvr. Haven’t I answered it, Senator? I admitted that. 

Senator Pastore. I am not trying to confuse you. I am just trying 
to get the fact. I have been told that unless you take some of the 
seven stations away from New York, you will never get the proper, 
equitable distribution within the area surrounding New York City, 
as an example. If these people are losing money, why can’t the 
Federal Government condemn some of these stations so that you can 
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start out and make the proper distribution? If you build an inequity 
upon an inequity the situation will get worse and worse. 

Your starting point is that at the beginning certain large cities, 
because that is where television experimenting started, have come 
in on the ground floor and gotten themselves a lot of stations. That 
happened in Los Angeles and in New York. 

Mr. Hype. There are 2 cities that have 7 channels. The other 
cities have four, usually. I think you would find that a pretty rea- 
sonable distribution has been made, taking into consideration the 
situation from which we had to work. 

Senator Pasrore. Would you be better off in carrying out your 
equity if you had let them have less stations in New York City and 
less in Los Angeles? 

Mr. Hype. You could make a better distribution that way; yes. 

Senator Pasrorr. If these people were losing money, wouldn’t it be 
better for the Government. to condemn some of these stations so that 
you might do this job right ? 

Mr. Hype. That is a question that would require some study. I 
would not want to say “yes” to that. 

Senator Pasrore. Fundamentally, isn’t that where your real trouble 
is ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. No. 

Senator Pastore. All right then, you explain it to me. 

Senator Porrer. Providence has one, is that right? 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Senator Porrmr. There is an application for how many more? 

Mr. Hype. Four more channels available. 

Senator Porrrr. Is there another VHF channel to go in there? 

Mr. Hype. I am sorry. Two VHF assignments in Providence. 
The delay in television there is incident to determinations on the case. 

Senator Pastore. I am using Providence only as an example. 

Mr. Hype. And I was using it on that basis, too. The New York 
situation and the Los Angeles situation are the 2 instances where 
there were as many as 7 in | city. 

The Commission was faced with the necessity of making a judg- 
ment as to whether it was in the public interest to undertake revoca- 
tion of licenses or rule making to convert them to UHF or move them 
out to take into consideration the investments that had been made 
and the listening habits of the public, and on the basis or the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission, it made the judgment that it 
would be better to work the allocation the way it was done. 

Senator Porrer. Under the Commission’s plan of allocation, how 
many were allocated four or more TV stations ? 

Mr. Hype. Seven all told. 

Senator Porrer. How many had three or more? 

Mr. Hype. Seven communities have assigned to them four or more 
commercial VHF stations. A total of 37 communities have assigned 
to them three or more commercial VHF stations. 

Senator Porrrr. I think one answer we will have to get along 
the line that Senator Pastore has been speaking of is, what does the 
Commission mean by a nationwide competitive market ? 
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Mr. Hypr. We mean by a nationwide competitive service operat- 
ing assignments available in every community in sufficient number 
to that there can be more than one choice of service, both from the 
listener standpoint and those interested in broadcasting service. 

Senator Scnorrret.. I would like to ask this; do you take into con- 
sideration geographical approach to it or an economic approach ¢ 

Mr. Hyp ( ertainly we do take into consideration geographical 
approach. 

Senator ScuoerrenL. You started primarily with geographical, 
didn’t yous 

Mr. Hyper. Yes, Senator, but actually you have to take into con- 
sideration both elements. i 

Senator ScnuoerpPet.. I would think so. 

Mr. Hypr. The Commission had to take into consideration the size 
of the markets and the number of stations which it would be prudent 
to contemplate and you also had to take into consideration the geo- 
graph cal el ment in ord rto vet some distribution of ser y ice, 

As is set out in the sixth report, which ] hope the Senators will give 
further consideration to, you will find that the Commission undertook 
to provide as many services as supply of channels would permit, hav- 
ing due regard for the market potential. Our problem was to meet the 
needs of the public and the operating realities in a way that would 
conauce To t| e overall ple sure and benefit of the public ° 

Senator Porrer. How far are you from having a nationwide com- 
petitive Ss) tem ¢ , 

Mr. Hyper. Very far. This map I have here indicates the degree to 
which the television freeze has been lifted. The area in red indicated 
operating stations. You can see from that that the Commission has 
provided for the expansion of television service on a broad front to 
an enormous area. The yellow circles indicate stations authorized. 

Senator Porrrr. This is on VHF? 

Mr. Hypt VHF only The overlay indicates the UHF stations 


that have been authorized. 


Thosein blue are operating today. Those in orange are authorized, 
but not operating. 

Senator Porrrr. Do you consider that as nationwide? 

Mr. Hypr. That takes it in pretty much, it takes in by far the 
greater part of the populat on of the United States and it is not as 
complete as we hope to make it. 

However, the number of stations operating now is 377 total which 
are operating. 

The total number authorized is of the order of 570. 

The total number of stations which we will have when all stations 
applied for have been authorized will be 673. That is the potential 
of the total file of applications. 

Senator Porrrr. It is the Commission’s contention to really reach 
the goal as far as nationwide coverage is concerned, is it? 

Mr. Hypr. We have gone a long way toward that goal, but I think 
the picture can be improved substantially. 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 129 


. Senator Porrer. That is my second question. What about the com 
etitive nature of the coverage ¢ 

Mr. Hype. On this plan here, this map, we have in red those areas 
which will have three or more stations operating in the VHF. In the 
irea in vellow, we only have all the stations provided for in the plan ; 


you will have at least 1 or 2 stations in VHF only. 
Senator Porrer. How can one station be competitive ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. One station can be competitive in many instances where 
there is service received from other communities in that sense. 


e 
We would lke to have competition in every community, but we 
would not want or desire to have multiple stations or none prevent 
unother community that can only support one station from having a 
ng@ie station. 

Senator Pasrorr. How do you determine that? How does any 

body determine when a community can support something ¢ 

Vir. Hyper. We do not determine that. 

Senator Pasrore. Every time you have an available channel it is 
ke a stampede and then you say that a community cannot afford it. 
Whv cannot it afford it? 

Mr. Hypr. It 


is a little more complicated than the question sug- 


, cests. We pro ided for more than 1,800 commercial station assign 
ments. When the total of stations contemplated in the applications 


vere authorized, they were in the order of 675. There are many a 
signments in the plan which simply have not been applied for. 


Senator Pasrore. VHF ? 


) Mr. Hype. Yes, sir; for the reason that they ire in markets which 
ire hot attractive to applicants 

Senator Pasrorr. And about how many places doe that happen n é 

) Mr. Hyper. The overall percentage floure 1s 2d percent have not been 


applied for. 
Senator Pasrorr. Of the VHF? 


Mr. Hyper. That is right. But that would be in smaller markets. 
The thing that makes a television assignment attractive is its loca 
tion. One of the leading markets of the United States i up in the 
northeast, of course 


Senator Pasrorr. You Say you have 377 operating Stations ¢ 
Mr. Hypr. Yes, sir. 


Senator Pastore. How many individuals or corporations own the 
aye 
Mr. Hypr. ‘There are 431 separate ownership interests in TY. | 


l 


can tell you this, that no more than 5 stations are under the control of 


/ 


l interest. You can see that there are no large concentrations in the 
area because there isa fixed limit of five, 

Senator Pastore. Do many own five, or is that the ex eption or the 
rule ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. There are not many that own five. There are just a 
handful. Approximately 487 different companies or individuals own 
the 570 TV stations authorized as of May 1, 1954. A total of 51 com 


panies or individuals had either majority or substantial minority own 
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ership interests in more than 1 TV station. A breakdown of these 
ownership interests is as follows: 


] 


| Number of 
| companies or 
| individuals 
holding such 


Number of 
stations 
involved 








| interest 
Number of statior which a majority or substantial minority interest 
is held 
5 4 20 
4 ‘ 5 20 
Res 2 10 30 
2 32 64 
Subtotal 
2 or mor 1 134 
l 436 436 
Total 487 570 
Of the 377 stations on the air as of May 1, 1954, there were approximately 304 separate companies of 
individuals owning such stations 


Senator Pastore. Is any one interest allowed to own more than 
one station in the same city? 

Mr. Hype. Not more than one television station; no, sir. 

Senator Porter. That refers only to VHF, does it not? 

Mr. Hype. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. If UHF is allowed to die, what will it do to your 
competitive market ? 

Mr. Hyver. If UHF is allowed to die, there will be a number of 
communities where there will be only one service and in some instances 
none. 

I think there are 70 communities with UHF only. The figure of 
70 comes from the fact that there are 70 UHF stations in communities 
where there are no other television stations. That does not mean that 
there is no television coming into the communities from stations in 
other communities. 

Senator ScuorpreL. Some of it on a very unsatisfactory reception 
standpoint. 

Mr. Hyper. Some at very great distances. It varies, of course. 

Senator Porrer. Has the Commission considered putting booster 
stations? 

Mr. Hype. Yes, we have. 

Senator Porrer. And the other term was, I think, satellites? 

Mr. Hype. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. Will you please tell me the difference between a 
booster and a satellite station ? 

Mr. Hype. A booster station—and booster seems to be the pre- 
ferred name—is the name for the station which simply boosts the 
signal of a given station at a given frequency. 

“A satellite would operate usually on a different frequency, but would 
rebroadcast the program of the originating station. 

Senator Scuorpret. A booster would be comparable to a relay? 

Mr. Hype. Yes, sir, that is the best way to describe it. 

Senator Porrrr. In some of remote areas, isn’t that the best way 
to expand television coverage ¢ 

Mr. Hype. It probably will be. The Commission has had a real 
challenge in lifting the freeze for the primary stations. It has 
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seemed good judgme nt to try to get the main allocations established 
before filling in the chinks which cannot receive service from an inde- 
pe ndent station. However, the Commission is currently studying 
these various suggestions that we use satellite or booster stations to 
mprove the coverage over these areas, the UHF coverage to help 
them in their efforts to safisfy the public and meet the challenge of 
competitions of other stations. 

Senator Potrer. It would seem to me that it might be desirable 
where you have land masses that would interfere with the coverage, 
that would enhance the coverage. 

Mr. Hype. We have been hberal in the oranting of channels for 
true research in that respect. There are areas, where, because of the 
ature of the terrain, it seems that such measures would be necessary 
to reach the public which, as I have mentioned, is our primary interest. 

A reference to the pattern of development of AM emphasizes the 
mportance of this long-range viewpomt. ‘Twenty years after the 
institution of the aural broadcast service there were less than 900 
stations: From time to time the view had been expressed that this 
country could not support more than that number of stations. The 
fact is, however, that since 1945, the number of operating AM stations 
has increased almost three fold so that today there are approximately 
2,600 radio broadcast stations. An assignment plan that limited AM 
to 900 stations obviously would not have been in the public interest. 
If anyone had made a plan based on the indicated usage just a short 
time ago, that would have put a severe restriction on the potential. 

With the increased demand for television service following the end 

World War II it was perfectly clear that 12 channels were not 
enough to do the job needed to be done. 

Senator Porrer. If that is so, why didn’t it meet this problem 
before you allocated more of these VHF channels ? 

Mr. Hyper. At one time the Commission did propose allocating 18 
in the VHF spectrum. A television channel represents an enormous 
demand on a spectrum. It represents six megacycles of space, an enor 
mous block of spectrum space, and the VHF part of the spectrum is 
vitally needed for other services than broadcasting and television. If 
] showed you a diagram giving the relative amounts of space needed 
for the AM broadcasting and some other services, it would illustrate 
this point very well. 

Over to the extreme left on this chart there are very fine divisions 
of space which can be hardly seen without glasses, which represents 
the spaces dedicated to AM broadeasting, which we have 2.600 sta 
tions. AM broadcasting, as you know, operates on the frequency 
from 540 to 1,600. If you subtract your 540 from 1,600 you get 
roughly 1 megacycle of space. It takes 6 times that amount of space 
for 1 TV channel. That indicates the kind of demand on spectrum 
space represented in television. 

It is because of the band width required on the one hand and the 
shortage of this very valuable part of the spectrum space that made 
it impossible for the Commission to set up a vast area for broadcast- 
ing alone. 

Senator Porrer. If you knew in 1945 that you needed more channels 
and you knew that you would have to go into the UHF band—— 

Mr, Hype. Actually, the Commission—and I was not a party to 
that judgment, did look ahead in somewhat the w ay you suggest or 
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indicate they should have and they envisaged that TV when fully I 
developed would probably have to be In the [ HF part ot the spec- 
trum and it was only for that reason that this VHF space was avail- 
able when the allocation was made in 1952. 


Actually, it probably would have been squeezed down except that in 


1945, the Comm on thought that for color broadeasting, it would 

take ¢] els of wider band width than the 6 megacycles. They were 

thinking in terms of 13 to 17 megacycles and the only place where 

space of that order could be found was in the UHF. It was this 

thinking that you might need channels of these oTreat widths and it 

was desirable to have a ompetitive system which resulted in the 

reservation of a large block of space in the UHF for experimental 

televisiol . Where the Comm lon thought television generally would 

find its lodging. 
There was a very rapid development of TV in the VHF with up- 

wards of 5 million sets and representing service relied upon by the | 


public to an amazing degree. 

Senator Porrer. As'I understand your testimony, the Commission 
recognizes the fact that you heede d to have, Mn order to have a nation- 
wide competitive system, you had to deve lop th e VHF band, of course, 
but you particularly sain d to develop the U HF band; is that correct? 

Mr. Hypr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Porrer. If you recognized that fact after the war, why 
didn’t you meet this problem at the time of the freeze, rather than to 
loosen up on the VHF channels and put them in competition ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. At the time of the freeze, it was already too late. Also, 
and here are some of the reasons why I say it was too late, we still 
did not have the equipment that woul 1 give the public the service they 
were demanding and for which they had a taste by reason of the opera- 
tion of the limited number of stations in VHF. If the Commission 
at that time had undertaken to move all television into UHF, they 
would have had a public reaction that would bave compelled us to 
give up the planning and all you would have accomplished would 
have been a tremendous disruption in the TV service. Objections to 
co to UHF were made, but the weight of the evidence indicated 1 
would not be in the public interest to do it, taking into consideration 
the matters which I have mentioned and others which are set out in 
the allocation report. It was not feasible to make the big shift in 
1952, in the judgment of the ¢ ‘ommission. 

Now we are looking at it with the benefit of hindsight. 

Senator Porrer. I realize that it is easier to be a Monday morning 
quarterback than a Saturday afternoon quarterback. 

Mr. Hyonr. Yes, sir. 

It was necessary therefore to use both VHF and UHF channels. 
And, for reasons which I shall discuss in some detail, it was necessary 
also to make both VHF and UHF assignments in the same community 
in order to avoid serious limitation on the number of services that 
might be provided. Indeed, of the 100 most populous markets, the 
Commission felt that the assignment of UHF channels in addition to 
VHF was needed in 70 of these top markets. Thus UHF was needed 
to provide the fourth commercial local station in 24 of these com- 
munities, the third commercial station in 29 communities, and the 
second commercial local station in 17 communities. I will para- 
phrase that by saying that the UHF was needed to provide for com- 
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petitive service of at least a multiple ervice, In another 17 of these 
op LOU m irkets only UHF assignments were made. Some examples 
L) help to illustrate the problem : The Boston metropolitan area 1s 


to support 17 radio stations. Are three commercial VHF sta 
S idequate to meet the needs of that community ¢ The Baltimore 
opolitan area supports 11 radio stations. Are 3 VHF station 
quate to meet its need ( Che Chie: igo metropolitan are: upports 
pproximately 30 radio stations. Are 4 commercial VHF stations 
equate to meet 10s needs / The same question may be isked of 
VY, many other leading markets. Toa k the quest mis to answer 
fol the an wer 1s indeed obvious, 
But there 1s a further consideration which impels the intermixture 
f | HF 1 VHF assignments. Technically it is the most efficient 
vay of siiocsting the scarce and precious television frequency space 
\ximize the number of assignments. As we have pointed ou 
** * VHI’ stations are capable of providing a greater coverage than UHF 
tions. Hence a more extensive television service is made available where 
VHE assignments are made in as many communities as possible than 


re only VHF assignments are made in some communities and only UHF 

signments are made in the other communities 
Stated otherwise, if we do not arbitrarily limit the assignment of 
VHF stations, we achieve a greater flexibility in the utilization of 

ese assignments and as a result are enabled to use them more often 
ind where needed the most. 

I think I can clarify that by an added sentence. If we had a rule 
which said that we will not put a VHF assignment where there are 
UHF assignments there will be situations where a channel would 
work but would be left out simply in order to avoid hav ne channels 
n two different parts of the spectrum. It would be denying service 
ind cutting down the stations in order to keep them from inter 
mixture. 

Senator Pasrore. Would all UHF stations have the same accep- 
tance to the same program as VHF ¢ 

Mr. Hype. All UHF stations have that acceptance subject to the 
economic considerations and the choices of the operators, the choices 
of the advertisers. Those are matters controlled by factors out of 
our jurisdiction and control, of course. 

Senator Pastore. The reason I asked that is if you confine a location 
solely to UHF wouldn't the people be put at a tremendous disad- 
vantage ? 

Mr. Hyper. We thought so. We did not think we should deny 
the use of a channel simply to avoid intermixture. 

Senator Pastore. Isn’t there some feeling on the part of the opera- 
tors of UHF now that they are being denied equality of access to 
the same quality of programs coming over ¢ 

Mr. Hype. I am sure there is that. They have felt the reluctance 
of sponsers and networks to buy the time of a UHF station if it was 
available in the competitive area of a VHF station. 

Senator Pastore. Have you any opinion as to what extent that 
feeling prevails that that field is monopolized at the present time / 

Mr. Hyper. We have some information on that in an annex to my 
statement. Based on the Commission’s study of network programing 
during the week of March 14-20, 1954, the average UHF station in 
cities of 2 250,000 and over population carried 19 hours of network pro- 
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grams during that week; the average postfreeze VHF station in 
cities of the same size carried 37 hours of network programs. In cities 
under 250,000 population, the average UHF station carried 14 hours 
of network programs during that week while the average postfreeze 
VHF in that city size carried 15 hours. 

In the 34 cities where both VHF and UHF stations were in opera- 
tion during that week, the average VHF station in those cities carried 
44 hours of network programs and the average UHF station carried 
14 hours. Of the 11 hours of network programs listed among the Top 
Ten programs (by 3 different research organizations) the average 
VHF station in the VHF-UHF cities carried 5 of these 11 hours while 
the average UHF station carried 1 hour. 

Senator Pastore. You will come to it 

Mr. Hyver. It was only completed last evening. 

Senator Pastore. It will be in the record ? 

Mr. Hyper. It will be in the record. 

Senator Hunt. Isn’t that a matter entirely under the control of 
networks in the last analysis? 

Mr. Hype. I would say that the control is still farther back in the 
hands of advertisers who must pay for the time. 

Senator Hunt. And it has to do with what programs certain net- 
works make available. 

Mr. Hyper. And this matter of programing that we are now dis- 
cussing is emphasized by the fact that television, more than other 
broadcast services, have found it necessary to depend to a very large 
degree on network programing. 

Senator Pasrore. We start out with the philosophy that the Gov- 
ernment supervises this field because of the public interest involved. 
This is a predicate for the question I will ask you about who should 
control the accessibility to equi ality of programs. If this is regulated 
as a field in the pre interest, and we are raising the point because 
the field of VHF is already well taken up and you have got to go to 
UHF, why shoul in‘ it be the concern of Government to see that 
there is equality of opportun lity between UHF and VHF? Why 
should it be controlled exclusively by business ? 

Mr. Hype. You have raised a question. 

Senator Pasrore. Isn’t that the crux ? 

Mr. Hype. That is a very complicated question. 

Senator Pastore. Let me simplify the question. 

Mr. Hyper. The question has a premise that there is a certain 
amount of programing which everyone should have. I think that we 
should not indulge in that limitation on sources of programing. I 
think there should be opportunity for programing from many sources 
and I think that it is unfortunate that as of now too many stations 
are depending on a limited number of program resources. 

Senator Pastore. Don’t you think that unless we make it our con- 
cern from the standpoint of protecting the public interest, you raise 
the power of certain interests in this country to choke off the UHF 
and if the rest of it is monopolized you will find yourself in a position 
that no matter how much UHF you allocated no one will see it be- 
cause it will not be of any importance? 

Mr. Hype. I am hopeful that there can be some provision for the 
expansion of this industry without anything that even suggests super- 
vision of programing or its distribution. As of now, the policy of 
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e act 1s to keep these matters of programing, and so forth, on a 
tree enterpris 2, competitive basis. 
Senator Pasrorr. I am all for that until we get to the point of 
getting into monopoly. 
Mr. Hype. The Commission is vitally « ‘onecerned about the deve lop- 
f UHF because for reasons which you pointed out, it is in the 
» of those channels that we have the opportunity for establishment 
television on a broad basis with many stations with adequate com 
tion which I think is more important in the field of ideas, distribu- 
on of news, development of public opinion, and any other line. 
Senator Scnorpre.. Along the line of Senator Pastore’s question 
ith respect to the new developments coming up, do you feel that the 
ieve lopment of color TV woul | 270 ahe ad if color TV was confi ied to 
UHF ? 
Mr. Hype. I doubt if it would. The development of color is not 
oming about automatically by any means. The Commission, as you 
ow, approved signal specifications for broade: asting color on Decem 
er 17 last year, but the amount of broadcasting in color and the 
stribution of such is still quite limited. That, of course, was to be 
expected because there was no opportunity for setting up on on 
yn lines and the laying of the plans until the standards would be 
stablished. But even now we do not have in the immediate offing vo! 
me product ion of color sets suc h as to give low ret: ul pri ». an e . 


. 


elieve that the interest of the UHF will have to have more immedi: 

ention than the color. I believe, too, although I should think color 
vould help and color should help in this respect, that many people 

buy sets in order to get color reception as it becomes available. 

Senator Porrer. Don’t they manufacture the sets to receive color 

v just VHF? 

Mr. Hyper. In some instances. I am told one manufacturer has in 
licated its color sets will receive all channels, on all channels. The 
Commission, of course, would hope that all color sets would be manu- 
factured to receive in UHF so that the pub slic, as they find it appro 
priate or they wish to replace their sets, could get color ~ would 


on 


tutomatically get access to the UHF channels. It would be a con- 
structive thing for the development of the industry if set manuf 1c- 
turers would incorporate provisions for reception in the UHF chan- 


nels in their color sets. It would make it possible for the exp loitation 
of the UHF. 

Senator Porrer. What is the purpose of the Commission’s exclu 
sivity ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. You have reference, I am sure, to the network recula- 
tions. In connection with our study of the UHF situation, we have 
proposed in a rulemaking notice to change the network rules so that a 
station affiliated with a network could not limit the network or the 
sponsor of a program from making that program available to another 
station, providing that station is located in another city. 

Under the present rules, a station affiliated with a network can 
enter into a contract which would preclude the network from supply- 
ing that program to another station serving the same area. 

Senator Porrer. Even though the station did not use the program 
themselves ¢ 

48550—54——-10 
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Mr. Hypr. No. If the station were using the program they could 
have a contract which would prevent any other station reaching that 
same area from having it, but under the proposal the network could 
affiliate with another station serving the same area or a part of it, 
provided the other station were located in a different city. The im- 
portance of that arises from the fact in many situations that a station 
none city will have service extending into another community which 
will have its own television station. We have thought it might be 
helpful to the second station if the first station could not, by contract, 


limit bility to get that program. 


Senator Porrer. Do you think that will help the UHF station any ? 

Mr. Hype. I would not suggest that would afford any general relief 
to them Wi hope that it will o) ve some measure of assistance. We 
hoped that that will give some indication of our views that there is a 

ed fora wider distribution of service to stations. 

SS tor PAstrori I an ot going to ask yout opinion on the legisla- 


tion because I think it would be unfair at this time, but merely to 
ask you whether you are familiar with it. On May 13, Senator 
Bricker, the « hairman of the full committee, introduced a bill to vive 
to the Commission authority to establish rules and regulations and 
make orders with regard to networks and such other activities as 
affect licensed broadcast stations that operate in the public interest. 
Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Hype. I am familiar with the fact that he has introduced such 
a bill, but I have no recommendations to make on that at the moment. 
It isa subject on which one would want to make a very careful exami- 
nation before making any recommendation. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Hyde, why is it that television broadcasting 
equipment for UHF has not been available ? 

Mr. Hype. This is a new part of the spectrum insofar as use for 
television is concerned. There had been no operation in it beyond 
experimental as far as television is concerned prior to 1952 and, as is 
always the case, it takes time to work out the problems which in- 
variably develop when you move into a new part of the spectrum. I 
think very substantial progress has been made, although frankly we 
are disappointed in the time it has taken to achieve the amount of 
power for operation of the stations. 

Senator Hunr. I assume that has been simply an attitude of the 
business sitaution. The great demand for the VHF equipment with 
so many more stations merely slowed up the production of VHF ¢ 

Mr. Hype. There are technical considerations and it does take time 
to develop new equipment for distribution to the public. You can 
make a preliminary prototype for purposes of experimentation, but 
it takes time to develop a receiver or transmitter for general use 
under operating conditions. I believe the question you have asked me 
will probably set some attention from manuafecturers who have had 
experience of developing this equipment. 

Senator Porrer. And they will testify ? 

Mr. Hyper. I am glad you mentioned that. 

Senator Porrer. When the Commission made their sixth report, 
didn’t the Commission state at that time that there was evidence that 
it will be possible to operate stations in the UHF band with 400-kilo- 
watt radiated power by the time the authorizations are issued. 
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Mr. Hype. We did indicate that there was rapid development. 
You may be quoting from our report. 
] 


Senator Porrer. I understand it is a quotation from the report, but 
| would like to know how many kilowatts are how available. 


Mr. Hypr. The highest now in use is 12 kilowatts. That has a 
er effective radiated power. The h ohest powel for the trans 
ter 1s 12 kilowatts, ut that ha made an etfective radiated power 


{ YOO kilowatts. 
at 1s needed. 
Mr. Hyper. Half the powel that 1s needed to approach the service 


Senator Porrer. It is about half the power tl 


-— 
reas that we hoped would approach those of the VHF. 
Senator Porrer. Do you think that some people have been dragging 
r feet on this’ Whv haven’t they ad the high power trans 


ters that are necessary / 
Mr. Hypr. I have no evidence that there is any dragging of feet 
t. | ado pelleve that it the | Hk tations would Deg) to prosper 
bit and if the interest in that field could be stimulated that work 


the material could be possibly expedited, but the Commiussion has 

evidence of dragaing of feet or of any refusal to go ahead. 

Senator Porrer. It seems to me that if you expect the UHF opera- 
ors to be competitive, that there 1s a need for high power transmitters 
hat are necessary, and also adequate recelvers. 

Mr. Hyper. That is right. 

Senator Pasrore. And good programing. 

Senator Porrrer. And competitive programing. 

Mr. Hyper. It takes the programs to get the distribution of sets, 
ind apparently it takes the distribution of sets to get the programs 
ecause the sponsor of the program wishes to buy time where he has 
the largest circulation. It is one of those circulation things. 

Senator Porrer, Probably you will discuss that in your statement, 
but do you have any suggestion as to how we can overcome this? 

Mr. Hyper. I do have some suggestions here in my statement. Of 
course, we are going to be following this whole examination for all 
of the help and assistance that may come from an examination of the 
subject here. We have undertaken some measures which I will men 
tion in my statement. 

Senator Scuoeprren. I would like to ask this by way of suggestion. 
I know nothing about the technical side of this thing, but I do know 
when you introduce color television the folks who have the ordinary 
sets will not be so happy. It has an appeal and it more clearly re 
flects things that we have not been able to view before, as we all know. 
\s color television becomes popular, it makes possible the production 
that brings prices down, and surely the Commission of which you are 
a member realizes that if they can go to those higher areas that you are 
discussing here, don’t you think that there would be a tremendous 
shift then to CHF ? 

Mr. Hy DE, If color were restricted to UHF ? 

Senator ScHoreprren. Yes. 

Mr. Hyper. There would be this difficulty about it in that some cities 
would not have color, and so I believe that we may need the impetus 
of television viewers generally to get a satisfactory development of 
color and mass production of sets. 

Senator ScHorrPEL. I wouldn’t want to see an order go in of a 
commission empowered to make that kind of an economic decision, 
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but I would think as a matter of development that it would encourage 
going to UHF as color television comes in and utilizes greater 
coverage, 

Mr. Hype. I am sure it is the attitude of the Commission to encour- 
age everyone concerned to prov ide for rece ption in color. Commis- 
sioner Sterling, in a public speech, and others of us, whenever the 
opportunity has presented itself, have expressed the hope that manu- 
facturers will lnprove their color sets so as to provide reception on 
the ultrahigh channel, that is, equip their sets manufactured to receive 
color to give reception in ultrahigh frequencies so that people replac- 
ing their black and white sets in the manner you have mentioned 
would become potential viewers of the ultrahigh ‘freque neies. 

Senator Potrer. Y ou may procees l. 

Mr. Hyper. The Commission concluded, therefore, that intermix- 
ture was necessary. However, even lad we been willing to limit arbi- 
trarily the number of channels in communities—even had we been 
willing to utilize a less efficient method of assigning the VHF portion 
of the spectrum—even so, we would not have eliminated the effects of 
intermixture. For eliminating the intermixture of VHF and UHF 
assignments in the same cities would not have eliminated the overlap 
of VHF and UHF service areas. And there is the ruw.,. For one of 
the principal difficulties facing most UHF stations is that they are 
within the service areas of large VHF stations. 

But the difficulties in the long-run development of UHF would, in 
my opinion, have been greater than they are today if we had failed 
to interm 1x. 

Senator Porrer. Do you think an ultra-high-frequency operator can 
compete in a VHF market ? 

Mr. Hype. 1 would have to answer that with some “ifs.” Based 
upon our experience, those that have gotten started before the VHF 
came along, and therefore had the advantage of getting UHF set 
distribution, have been able to compete. 

Those who have started out with UHF in communities where they 
already had a VHF set saturation found it very difficult. 

| would not want to conclude yet as to what the final results would 
be. I trust that some of the UHF stations that have been able to 
meet this challenge will give you the benefit of their experience. I 
know there are some who have had diffic ulty that have already been to 
see you, as you mentioned earlier in the hearing. 

At the time of the lifting of the freeze, there were 108 television 
stations operating throughout the United States. These were all 
VHF stations, and they were located in 63 of the top markets in the 
United States—markets which contain over 60 percent of the Nation’s 
population and which account for approximately 60 percent of the 
Nation’s retail sales. If we had not assigned additional UHF sta- 
tions to these very important population and economic centers, then 
for a certainty the UHF would have been permanently relegated to 
an inferior position in the television service. For if we had assigned 
the UHF service to the smaller communities only, then such incentive 
as presently exists for equipment manufacturers to produce reliable 
low-cost, all- chi innel tuners or converters, or to produce UHF high- 
powered transmitting equipment, would have been very substantially 
lessened. 
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if I may go back to the question as to whether or not UHF can com- 
pete with a VHF station 

Senator Porrer. I have been informed—if you will allow me to 
break into your statement, Mr. Chairman, but I unde retand that there 
ire some people in the hall who would like to hear. We have a room 
in here where some can stand in here at least. 

We will have a 5-minute recess at this point for the purpose of 
moving the public around. 

(Whereupon, a short recess was had.) 

Senator Porrer. The committee will resume its session. The people 
who are in the back of the room, there is still room in the side rooia, 

f you care to take it. 

Proceed, Mr. Hyde. 

Mr. Hyver. A further statement on your question as to whether or 
not a UHF station can compete with VHF might be helpful. In AM 
broadcasting we have local 250 watt stations, regional stations of 
-kilowatt power competing successfully with 50-kilowatt stations. 
We have independent, locally programed stations competing with net- 
work stations, very successfully, but there is this difference, when the 
AM came in all receiving sets, practically all of them, would receive 
on all channels from 540 to 1600, so that a newcomer starting business 
in this field has access to the receivers in the homes. 

Now, in this field you have a situation where the newcomer must 
promote the distribution of UHF sets and in those instances where he 
comes to the market developed already by the VHF, he has the uphill 
task of persuading the owner to convert or buy new sets. If we could 
get a wider distribution of all-wave receiving sets, then you would have 
an opportunity to make a comparison. 

Senator Porrer. What has been the technical development of re- 
ceivers for UHF? Are they adequate as compared with the VHF 
reception ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. I expect that you will get expert views on that from 
the designers of these sets. I have observed rece ption on U HF, which 
is very good indeed. I am sure that in that field, as in others, further 
improvements can be made and that is likewise true of the VHF. 

Senator Pastore. Have you any knowledge of the cost of conver- 
sation from the conventional set to VHF ¢ 

Mr. Hype. Yes, the costs range from just a few dollars to put in a 
strip to $20 to $75, or even $100. Sometimes it will be necessary to 
put in an additional antenna. Sometimes the person converting the 
set will want one that is converted to receive on several UHF channels, 
which will cost more than if the conversion is only to one. There are 
many variables in it, but as I have indicated, the cost can be quite 
substantial. 

Senator Hunr. Is there any variation in the distance of good 
ception from UHF to VHF ? 

Mr. Hype. There are substantial differences and even with UHF 
operating with the maximum power, they cannot reach the same dis- 
tance that a VHF station does. However, they are able to reach their 
community very satisfactorily, which is something that many AM 
stations cannot do. 

I think it is the effect on set distribution more than the difference in 
coverage that is critical here. In most instances, the UHF station 
can reach its logical market. He runs into difficulty if stations in other 
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markets invade the same area and if sponsors of programs getting 
access to it on other stations are reluctant to buy his. 
Senator Porrer. Isn’t it a fact that it costs more for the UHF op- 


erator to put his signal in the air? In other words, his transmission 
costs as compared with VHF operator costs would then, on the receiv- 
Ing end, uld cost more money to bt ng him to the home than it does 
fora receiver to rece e VHF?— 

Mr. Hyper. I guess I would have to say “Yes” and “No” to that 


and explain, if I may. 


Based on data reported by post freeze licensees, the average construc 


tion cost of the 109 VHF stations was $376,000 compared to $300,000 
for the average cost of 100 UHF stations. 
| Cost mo Tor the ime amount of power for DHF. but actually 


our hgeure is to the investme! 1) UHF indicate that the cost of in- 
talling’ stat ns has been on al iverage less to the operator, by and 
power, but for anything approaching equivalent cover 
age, more, and as I have indicated, in order to get UHF reception 
t usuatl } ins conversion or when vou buy a nev set in the dealer’s 
ly it away. 

ator Porrer. What the differential for an all-purpose set ? 
fr. Hyper. Thirty-five dollars, usually. We have always hoped 


J 
-_ 
> 


1 expe d that on the basis of the manufacture of sets for all chan- 
hie . Wit ni prod tion teeny ques. that that cost could be reduced. 

I be it could | 

In recent wer k ome curren as been given to proposals for the 
reallocation of the spectrum assis ed for televisio1 broadeast stations 


Sometimes it suge@ested that we reallocate the VHF portion of the 

ect to provide o1 ore additional VHF channels and 
hen assign all station nthe VHF. On the other hand, it has also 
been suggested that we move all stations into the UHF. Both pro 


Lp) 1. For, one fell swoop, they would 
eliminate the DAricy betwee} Tatiol .‘ put all stations on an equal 
competitiv ‘and thus remove the UHF problem. 

But the very factors that made ch moves impracticable 2 years 

\ I > SLX Report a | Order was adopted, still exist. and 
perhay eve more inte fied for it this time. The needs of 
other set ( 1 the VHF portion of the spectrum are at least as 
oreat now as they were several vears ago. You will recall that these 
I | ide other broadeastit gy ser\ ° u h as FM. Thev also 7 ( lude 
manv ot ervices such as police, fire, aeronautical, petroleum, 
util ty. ‘ | railroads whicl ! not only mportant to the national 
economy. but also to publie safety. In the se services many thousands 
of statio re operating. New lodgings in the spectrum would have 
to be found to house these services, with a resulting chain reaction of 
dislocation And even the most drastic action would secure only a 
few additional VHF channels, hardlv enough to supplant the 70 DHF 
channel In view of the cost. the w despread disruption and contu 


sion that would result from anv effort to move these stations elsewhere 
in the spectrum, it must be concluded that a proposal to obtain more 
VHF channe I< for T¢ ley sion to replace UHF channels is infeasible 
and impracticable. 


I would like to add to that. any su 
] 


estion for reexamination of 
the spectrum ton ike 


ecessarily include the exam- 
ination of the needs of these other services, and I can tell you that 


oe 
dy 


a redivision woul 
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ey all feel crowded. They all feel that their needs are not adequately 
taken care of. 
We would again come to one of those situations where we would 


ve to balance needs and there is no one who can curantee o1 promise 
advance of a hearing that reexamination of the spectrum o1 o 
ted new use of some parts of it, such as FM, would automatically 
ovide additional space for television. 


Senator Porrer The fact that you have Tchay nels n UHF. iF 
] 


lnIstic develonme nt can vou envision how many of t Ose 


ly / 


mneis W 1] he ; ‘Tual used 
\Ir. Hynpr. A tually. wher we were work new th tl e alloc ito nlan. 
UHF, reserving 


ome for possible unanticipated uses, but as we ot 11 >The probe 


l 
} 


rac « xper ted to use 54 channels at one stage in the 


providing an opportunity ror a compet tive, nationwid \ el. W 
} 1° - , } _- . 
ind ourselves opt ved to make use of i. Whole blo K of (0 


\\ \ we have not worked out a nationwide allocation based on UHF 
ch W ¢ uld be the only way you could tel] how vood your 
overage is, we have done e1 ough work on it to know that limiting 
television to the UHF would give us some pretty tight situatior 
rticularly in the Northeast where you have many large and impor 


C cities, You would find it very dif ult to find enough assigl 


Senator Porrer. It seems to me it would be difficult to sell the public 


‘ 
to tune in to channel 54 or channel 38. When vou have the small 


nber, it means a lot more, but when vou go into 70 channels, in 
lition to vour VHF, it would be difficult to edu te the publi that 
! 154 or channel 68 is mv channel 


Senator Scnorrrer. It would depend on what was on channel 54 
Mr. Hyper. And then there is this. too. the number of channels 
one city would be limited to « oht or | If they would beem 


known by their call letters rather than the No. 58, it wouldn’t make 


‘h difference. Yet I recognize that vou at calling attention to 
ep vechologi al factor of t] mass liste} no | | T ind we yr] lo 
wire listening or viewing habit ind the tend to coi e ba k to the 
a) vhere thev were befor 
And the impact unon the public and the industry of a1 e of all 
ctatior sto the UHF \ ould be far creater now than 1 isSY% veal ag 
‘or since the lifting of the freeze, the number of VHF receivers in the 
hands of the public has increased from approximately 15 million to 
0 million. And the number of stations operating on VHF channel 


1 


is increased from 108 to 250. Similarly, the investment of the in 
dustry. including broadeasters, manufacturers, service and repair 

ople, has increased severalfold. Here, too, the disruption and 
loc Ton, the nncertainty and confusion, n ake thi propo al infeasible 
and impracticable. 

I have dealt at some leneth with the salient considerations involved 
in the assignment of channels because of the importance of these 
matters to the national television structure \ econd and equal 
important problem arises from the nature and extent of the service 
area that should be provided for television stations authorized to 
operate on the assigned channels. 

It was our obiective to provide the whole of the American publi 
including people who reside in cities, farms and rural areas—in all 
parts of this country, with at least one television service. In addition, 
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it was our objective—wherever practicable—to make it possible for 
the American people to be provided with a choice of two or more 
television services. Further, it was our objective to make a nation- 
wide service available at the earliest practicable date. We assumed 
that in the immediate future, at least, television service would origi- 
nate from the larger cities where there was a substantial economic 
base for their operation, in terms of population and purchasing power. 
Consequently, if persons outside these cities were to obtain television 
service in the near future, it would have to come from stations in the 
large centers. 

In the light of these objectives and considerations, it was the Com- 
mission’s decision that all stations should have the potentiality of 
relatively wide coverage. Further, we concluded that the high power 
which was necessary for wide coverage was further desirable since it 
made possible a better grade of service to the viewer within the service 
area. We, therefore, authorized the use of high power. 

I think you can see that in terms of the public interest there is sub- 
stantial justification for prov iding television stations with side cover- 
age. However, the fact is that the transmitters necessary to provide 
such high powers for the UHF have not yet been developed. The 
result is that the approximation to compar: able coverage that we hoped 
would be possible between VHF and UHF stations has not yet been 
attained. 

Now, I should like to review briefly the growth of television stations 
since the lifting of the “freeze” and the current financial status of 
these new stations. I do not propose to burden the committee with 
the detailed data, but rather I shall set out the highlights of our analy- 
sis. The summary figures are available in these tabulations which I 
have had prepared for this proceeding. In addition, I would like to 
make available copies of a previous report which the Commission re- 
leased on the UHF situation. 

As you know, there has been a very rapid expansion in television 
during the past 2 years. There are well over 3 times as many stations 
in operation now as compared with April 1952. Of the 377 commer- 
cial stations on the air as of May 1, 1954, 127 were DHF. 

On the basis of applications already received, there could be a total 
of 673 commercial stations. Of these, 404 would be VHF and 269 
UHF. By comparison, in our allocation plan, we provided for ap- 
proximately 550 commercial VHF and 1,300 commercial UHF sta- 
tions. 

Now, how extensive is intermixture of VHF and UHF stations in 
the same community? The great majority of UHF stations on the 
air—68 percent—do not operate in the same community with a local 
VHF station. Another 26 percent of UHF stations have only 1 VHF 
station in their same community. Only a handful—6 percent of the 
UHF stations—are in communities with 2 or more VHF stations. I 
want to emphasize that I am now talking about intermixture in the 
same community. However, intermixture on an area basis—that is, 
VHF signals coming in from outside communities—is very general. 

I said a moment ago there could be 673 comercial stations on the 
basis of stations authorized and applications pending. This, however, 
presumes two things: (1) That all stations on the air will continue in 
operation; and (2) that all permit holders will eventually build 
stations. 
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Let me indicate what has been our experience thus far with both of 
these factors. ‘Thus far, a total of 77 permittees have canceled out 
their authorizations before going on the air or have ceased operation 
ifter going on the air. These 77 include 13 VHF and 64 UHF. 

Senator Scuoerret. I should like to ask a question at that point. 
Those stations that have gone off the air have done so because they 
ould not get the program. I believe that that will probably be the 
inswer indicated by the responses. I note that Senator Potter has 

sked that very question of the licensees, and I have not the time to 
iggest a survey on the basis of information coming directly to me. 

Mr. Hyper. The usual explanation is, inability to get programs and 
ponsors, because of inability to get set distributions, and inability to 
ret set distributions because they do not have the programs or the 
ponsor. 

Senator Scuorrret. Assume that they could cet the set saturation, 
ow; then, should we not give consideration, at some place down the 
line, to the possibility of control of programs. ‘The control of pro 
oTrams is voing to be the responsibility of somebody, some place down 
the line. 

Mr. Hyper. Senator, my view is that we should try to solve this 
problem without anything that tends to place either the responsibility 

the control of programs on a Government agency. 

Senator Scnorerren. I grant all of that; and that would be the last 

ing I would want. But if we find that, by reason of the programing, 

ntractualwise or agreementwise, or otherwise, that we run into an 
mpasse, I say somebody is going to have to wrestle with it, either the 
idustry, itself, or—— 

Mr. Hype. Yes. I think, Senator, that what we have here is a 
challenge to industry as well as to ourselves; and I would think that 
ill elements of the industry would recognize that the thing to do, 
the thing to avoid regulation, is to find some way to get a better 
distribution of programs and sets, so that there will not be any need 
for further regulation. 

Senator Scuorrre.. That is the very reason I am raising this ques 
tion, because it seemingly is pointing in the direction of the type of 
programs that are controlled; and you cannot blame them, because 
they have already taken terrific losses, to start with, in developing it; 
and, therefore, they ought to be protected. But, at some place down 
the line, if we find that that is getting into a channeled area to the 
exclusion of other areas, all over the country, I am afraid we are 
going to be confronted—somebody is going to be confronted—with 
finding the solution to it. 

Mr. Hype. Senator, I would not want now to conclude that it is 
necessary for the stations to have access to certain program sources 
which now seem to be uppermost in the minds of many of these sta 
tions. Very often, the complaint is, “I cannot get the programs of a 
certain network.” Up to now, network programs have seemed to be 
the lifeblood of television. In the aural field, as you know, there has 
been a high development of the independent type of operation, in one 
network—one whose type of operation lends itself to that. 

In television, it is very difficult because, while the network shows 
the big variety shows, it is the public that pays their bill. They ex 
ploit—perhaps “exploit” is not a nice word, there they present big 
1ames known to the public, names that are familiar to them, in pro 
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grams which attract the public as against local producers. However, 
we should not five up and conclude how that a certain limited number 
of program sources are to provide the whole fare of program material 
for the aren public. The film technique is still being developed. 


Now. I am “reaching out in the yonder blue.” as they Say the 
magnetic-tape eee of recorded program material, used extensively in 
AM for sound reproduction, is not vet available for video reproduce - 
tion. 3ut we should not assume that this is not going to be avail- 
able. It is well advanced. I would not want ee ee 
Cc ip les or licens ing police ies, nor would J urge this committee to adopt 
legislation geared to a present situation which may ms wipe | temporary, 
Nevertheless, we are concerned about this temporary situation, for 
this reason, and that is. for the development of ultr ahigh companies 


to suffer a setback at this time: and the ‘re are no sets in the hands of 
the public. It is going to amet it still more difficult later on for any 
deve lopme nt of the additional stations which we believe are neces- 
sary for a country as big as ours, and for the type of competitive effort 
that we think there should be. 

Senator Porrer. I contacted the 60 UHF operators who turned back 
licenses, and received a reply, I think, from 47; and of the 47, a vast 
majority stated that inability to secure or to “network” an affiliation, 
or an acute network affiliation, was one of their reasons for turning 
their licenses back. 

Mr. Hype. That is what I expected you would probably get from 
such a questionnatre. 

To continue: Thus, the number of UHF cancellations is half as 
large as the total number of the UHF stations in operation. How- 
ever, it should be noted that few of the dropouts had actually gone 
on the air—2 in VHF and 10 in UHF. 

Senator Hunt. May I ask, Mr. Hyde, what percentage of these 
permits were exchanged, bought, and sold, prior to the canceling 
out? Do you happen to know that? 

Mr. Hype. Two UHF stations were transferred from their origi- 
nal owners to new owners prior to the cancellation of the stations’ au- 
thorizations. These were KRTY, Little Rock, Ark., and KCTY, Kan- 
sas City, Mo. In addition, 1 UHF authorization and 1 VHF au- 
thorization were transferred from their original owners to new owners 
after the stations had gone on the air. Subsequently, the new owners 
of these stations shut down the stations’ operations with a request that 
the CP’s be retained pending future developments and reorganiza- 
tion. 

Senator Hunt. What about VHF? 

Mr. Hype. In VHF there was one station, in Lincoln, Nebr., I recall, 
which canceled out under these conditions. The HF’s apparently find 
it difficult for both of them to live under the competition, after the 
stations over at Omaha have merged. Asa result of that merger, one 
of them planned to drop out. I understand that there is some plan, 
now, to convert it into an educational station, but that was an in- 
stance of a transfer in the sense that they merged their interests in 
one licensee. and one station stopped. 

There is one in Honolulu, where a station got in distress and then 
passed into other hands. I believe it was temporarily off the air, and 


is now back on. That was a VHF. 
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In the great majority of cases where UHF permittees have can- 
elled, they faced substantial VHF-only set saturation in their mar- 
<ets. This was true not only in communities in which a VHF 
on was in operation in their community, but also in communities 
hich had no local VHF station. It is also true that in a number of 
hese communities VHF-set saturation was relatively low in May 
1952, w hen the Commission had just lifted the “freeze.” Such VHF- 
et saturation developed between then and the end of 1953 as the 
result of two factors: new VHF stations going on the air: and 

eased cove rage of existing VHF stations 

There are now 120 UHF permits outstanding, in addition to the 
27 UHF stations on the air. Over 60 percent of the 120 UHF per- 

its outstanding are now at least 8 months old. We do not know 
hen these 120 UHF permtholders will vo on the air. We do know 
hat they face the task of overcoming considerable VHF-only set 
ituration. This is particularly true of the 49 UHF permittees sched- 
iled to go into 33 prefreeze markets. ‘To a somewhat lesser degree, 
t is also true of 40 UHF permittees authorized for operation in 40 
UHF-only markets where there are no UHF stations now in opera- 
tion and no UHF-set circulation, but where there is considerable VHF- 
set ownership under study. 

On the other hand, those affecting communications can be of very, 
very important interest, because people have a very great interest 
n television. The sy put in these high antennas, whic h are stic ‘king all 
over the rooftops, and, i in the absence of any other standard facilities, 
they will accept a very low grade of signal quality. They can have a 
ot of “snow”, but if the action is there, they are still interested; 
ind consequently there is a widespread distribution of VHF sets 
n areas where one would be surprised to find television. 

Previously, | have indicated that if UHF is to achieve comparable 
overage with maximum-power VHF stations, it must have higher 
power. In fact, it would require radiated power of 1,000 kilowatts. 
Mhis calls for a transmitter with rated power of 50 kilowatts or more. 
RCA, GE, and DuMont have advised that such transmitters are cur- 
rently under deve lopment, but the *y are not like ly to be available com- 
meretrally until late 1955 or by mid-1956. 

The bulk of UHF transmitters now in operation are relatively low 
powered. ‘They have a rated power of 1 kilowatt and with high-gain 
: intennas they operate at approximate ly 20 kilowatts. The highest 
rated UHF transmitter currently in operation is 12 kilowatts; with 
high-gain antennas these operate at approximately 200 to 240 kilo 
watts radiated power. 

With the transmitters now available to UHF operators, they gen 
erally cover their local community, but they cannot reach out as far 

s VHF stations nor can they overcome poor viewing conditions as 
well as VHF stations. 

We do not know precisely how many UHF sets are presently in 

| 


he hands of the public, but the best information available indicates 


that the figure is somewhere between two and three million. \ sur 


t] 
vey made 1 mn November 1953 by “ ommert ial organization nad ( ated 
that as of that date there were 27.5 million families with a television 
receiver, including 1.8 million families who were equipped for UHF 
reception. In this connection, it is Important to note that factory 
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production and factory sales of combination VHF-UHF receivers 
have both gone down rather substantially between October or No- 
vember 1953 and March 1954. 

Senator Porrer. That is very significant. 

Mr. Hype. It apparently re ects the demand of the buying public. 
Apparently the rate of manufacture was higher at the time the ultra- 
high stations were opening up markets. You will note that my testi- 
mony shows a number of them located in cities where there were no 
other stations; and, of course, ultrahigh did get on the air before any 
other service in some fairly large markets—Portland, Oreg., for in- 
stance. It is this dropott in the number of sets equipped to receive 
on ultrahigh that causes more concern, perhaps, than anything else, 
because if that is a continuing trend it will accentuate the difficulty 
now present, now being encountered by the ultrahigh operators. 

The financial statements of the stations taken as a whole should 
reflect broadly the various factors operating in the industry. How- 
ever, because there has been a sudden expansion of stations and be- 
cause most of the postfreeze stations have had a relatively short oper- 
ating experience—their average age is only 9 months—the financial 
pattern at this point is still somewhat confused. However, the finan- 
cial reports of the industry for 1953 and the first quarter of 1954, 
which we have eiitln ted and al alyzed, do re veal some broad trends. 
and are of considerable importance for the light they shed on the UHF 
pre blem. 

First I should like to report on the overall 1953 financial experience 
of the television industry. The industry as a whole had a prosperous 
year. Total revenues were $430.8 million. Income before Federal 
income tax was $68.4 million. The average prefreeze station had 
revenues of $1.9 million. and income before Federal income tax of 
$658,000. The 4 networks and their owned and operated stations as ¢ 
group had revenue of $231.7 million and income of $18 million. 

With respect to the postfreeze stations, let me first give you an over- 
all view of their investment. As of the end of 1953, the postfreeze 
VHF stations reported a total investment in tangible broadcast prop- 
erty (transmitters, studios, land and buildings, and so forth) of $41 


million, or an average of $376,000 per st ition. The UHF stations 
re} rted an investment of $30 million, an average of $300,000 per 
station. That was the difference to which I had reference. 


To measure the experience of postfreeze stations in terms of profit 
and loss, we are using as our benchmark the reports of the stations 
detailing their operations during the 3 months, January, February, 
and March, 1954. This is necessary because of the varying periods 
that these new stations have been in operation and their very limited 
experience overall. The information pertains to 175 of the 192 post- 
freeze stations that were in operation by November 1, 1953 

About 37 percent (33 stations) of the postfreeze VHF group re- 
ported profitable operation during the first quarter of 1954. By 
contrast, only 15 percent (13 stations) of the VHF group were profita- 
ble during the same period. 

The average monthly profit of the profitable VHF and UHF sta- 
tions was about the same—between $10,000 and $11,000. However, 
the monthly losses experienced by the losing UHF stations were 
substantially higher than for the losing VHF stations—between 
$10,000 and $11,000 for the UHF’s, and $7,000 for the VHF’s. 
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Senator Porrer. Is this monthly? 

Mr. Hype. Monthly—right. 

Thus far, I have discussed the economic condition of postfreeze 
tations in terms of profitability. I think it important that we view 
these data in another light, to determine the number of these stations 
which suffer continuing substantial monthly losses. We find that 25 
percent of the post freeze VHF stations, as contrasted with 60 percent 
if the UHF stations, reported substantial monthly losses. 

I have described in very broad terms the srowth, deve lopment, and 
present st: itus of UHF television. When examined in detail. the prob- 
em is exceedingly complex: in some degree it varies from market to 
market, and it changes from month to month. Some of the facts are 
readily measurable, others are not. The applicability of some of the 
factors is not limited to the UHF only. Such factors as size of the 
narket, the number of stations already in existence, the resources and 
experience of station operators, will influence the success of any 
tation, VHF or UHF. Thus, any generalization which is drawn 
may have only limited applicability in understanding the present 
status of any individual UHF operation. 

With these caveats and qualifications in mind, I believe we can 
draw at least the general outlines of the problems and difficulties that 
confront the UHF broadcaster. I have pointed out that 68 percent 
of all operating UHF stations are in markets with no competing VHF 
station. But intermixture of service areas is far more general, and 
I would say that the typical UHF broadcaster finds himself in compe- 
tition for the viewing audience with one or more VHF stations. 

In this competition the disadvantage of the UHF station in cover- 
age is two-pronged: In most cases, he finds that his own service area 
is already effectively covered by high-powered VHF stations located 
in large urban markets; UHF stations frequently are in the position 
of providing duplicate coverage. And it is well known that national 
advertisers seek as far as possible to avoid duplicate coverage. ‘The 
second disadvantage stemming from inequality of coverage is that 
where VHF and UHF stations are in the same market, the national 
advertiser can reach many more people by buying time on the VHF 
rather than the UHF station. 

But most important, in my view, is the receiver difficulty with which 
UHF stations must contend. This difficulty arises from the fact that 
VHF receivers in the hands of the public cannot receive transmis- 
sions from the UHF station without conversion. This, I believe, is 
the most critical disability facing the UHF. 

There are relatively few large-sized markets in which UHF sta- 
tions can be located, which do not already have 25 percent or more 
VHF only set saturation. Thus, the new VHF operator will often 
find a readymade substantial market in the sense that the public 
will receive his signal merely by a twist of the dial. The UHF 
operator, however, must actively sell and promote the distribution 
of UHF converters which may cost $50 to $75, and which may not 
operate altogether successfully. Or, he must persuade the public 
that in the purchase of new sets they ought to buy receivers which 
will tune all channels, including the UHF channels; and such com- 
bination receivers may cost the consumer substantially more than a 


VHF only receiver. 
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To accomplish this task of building audiences, the DHF operatol 


m nak ervice sufficiently attractive so that the listener will 
yvornt irily ] ir the ad aye ( xpe nse 1n volved 1 In the conve rsion of his 
VHF receiver, or in ‘pes a new all-channel receiver. In 
a community which is not i ed by VHF service, the UHF station 
can expect gradually to we ld up a UHF audience. At best, the 
proce ow and costly to the station. 

At the other end, where there are two or more local VHF stations 
or signals from outside stations serving the same poh rg and 
especia where hese VHF stations are bringing in popular net- 
work programs, the incentive to convert or to buy UHF equipment, 
whicl eher priced, is substantially weakened. And, where VHF 
set circulation is low, obviously advertisers and networks are reluc- 
tant to pl ice their programs on the UHF station. And s to the 
extent that these factors apply to individual cases, the cire i is com- 
plete the audiences of UHF stations are limited. They can be 
increased by obtaining network programs. The UHF stations do not 
vet si ficient network program because they do not have a 1 audience. 
The permen is to break into that circle. 

ih ynive on problem also has serious long-run implications. 
While U HE itions are on the air, they are in active force in per- 

iading people in their community to buy UHF equipment. But if 
the | Hk statiol become discouraged as a result of slow conversion, 
or 1f it does not have the financial resources to wait out the period 
neces rv to achieve substantial UHF set circulation, ancl it woes off 
the arr, then, wv it are the consequences / The chances are that prog- 
ress will be halted in building up UHF set circulation, only VHF 
only sets will be purchased, and it will be even more difficult in the 
future for new UHF stations to operate in that community. In 
omhner words, » 1ONL as VHF only recelvers are manufactured and 
ret led and pur ised, time alone will not solve the UHF problem 
In many, many communities. In fact, time would tend to sais it 


realize that, if the trend goes toward VHF only sets. 
In brief, then, the UHF problem, generally speaking, stems from 
three limitations: the limitetion nail low UHF set ownership, of cov- 
erage, and of programing. These limitations are substantial, and 
I must state my own conviction th: it there is no one magic solution 
to the problem. Nevertheless, there are measures which may help 
overcome some of the present handicaps of UHF. Some, the Com- 
mission, itself, has proposed; others have been urged on the Com- 
mission by outside parties. I should like to review these proposals 
with you, although I cannot, of course, state the ultimate decision 
which the Commission may reach in their consideration of any one 
of these proposals. ' 
First, the problem of coverage. On March 11, 1954, the Commis- 
sion issued a notice of proposed rule-making looking toward the 
upward revision of its requirements with respect to the minimum 
power which UHF stations might utilize. In the Commission’s notice 
it pointed out that requirements of power by UHF stations were 
made in the light of the equipment which was then available. At 
that time, transmitters capable of producing an effective radiated 
power in the order of 100 killowatts were not available in the UHF. 
Since the adoption of the sixth report, it appears such power has 
become available and can be accomplished with a transmitter with 
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, rated power of 5 kilowatts. Acordingly, the Commission proposed 
require all UHF stations to operate with a transmitter with a 
mum rated power ot 5 kilowatts. The time afforded interested 
rties for the submission of views expired on May 17, 1954. Any 


sion the Commission makes in this will, of course, take into ce 


ration the views which have been submitted in re ponse to the 
Co. 

| 1s } . 
Another proposal hor extending coverage Was made two petit 


l 


ead DY parties requesting an amendm«e ht ¢ f the televisiol broack ast 


l 
{ 


so as to authorize t e of new tec! ques for exte} ding thi 
e of teley 1On Statlons. The e te hniqu have een labeled 
ellites and boosters. ‘The satellite operation contemplates the 
era 1ofasu liat ni Ter hannel ithor 
i tor the operat ) ot the ma { Oo} | DOO: r tec que 
pilates t e operation ot a subsidial tation o1} hye echa 
tiie zed for the main station. Both petit ons which have been filed 
ire presently pel lins before the Con on request the author- 


i 
i 
n of satellites and boosters on both the VHF and the UHF 


The Commission has already authorized Sylvania Electrie Co. 


experiment with satellites and several parties, including Rt Ri 


| 
VSM, Adler Communicat ons Laborato1 es, and As sOclaAted bb wid 
ters to experiment with boosters. The results of these ¢ ‘perl 
tal authorizations will u l btedly elp the Com : 
al decision. 
The problem of | ulding of UHF et owl ship ~a | have volnted 
t, of major significance in the present situation ot UHF stati 
problem need not be one of indefinite duration, however. IK 
he manutacturers of receivers were to manufacture o 
innel tuner obviously this problem would disappear as new sets 


ere purchased. The data I have furnished sets out the extent to 
hich all-channel tuners have been manufactured. Further, the 
problem would be considerably lessened if set conversions were readily 
ccomplished. The Commission’s author ty in this area is virtually 
nonexistent. But to the extent that actions in other fiel 
ompetence and jurisdiction have a bearing on this problem, L think 
t appropriate to ratse 1 at this time. ‘The committee is aware that, 


> } 


on December 23, 1953. the Commission issued a notice of proposed rule 


iS Within oul 


making, looking toward a revision of its multiple-ownership rules. 
The rules in effect specify a five-station maximum for television 
tations, without distinction between UHF and VHF. The revision 
proposed by the Commission is to increase the maximum permissible 
vnership of television stations to 7, no more than 5 of which may 

in the VHF band. In its notice, the majority of the Commission 
tated their view that this amendment would help encourage the 
development of the UHF band. This proposal is designed to encour 
age large organizations with program production, know-how and 
resources, to enter into the UHF field, in the ownership and operation 
of stations. To the extent that this is accomplished and results in 
the rendition of full network programs over UHF facilities on a 
regular basis, a direct incentive would be furnished to persons within 
the service range of such stations to convert to UHF. Moreover, 
to the extent that a number of major networks have UHF stations 
with popular programs, the greater the incentive to manufacturers 
to turn out all-channel receivers only and high-power UHF trans 
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mitters. Accordingly, although no action can be taken by the Com- 
mission directly with respect to the UHF-receiver problem, it might 
be that the liberalization of the multiple-ownership rules would help 
indirectly in some measure to reach the same result. 

I have been told by operators of ultrahigh stations, coming to the 
Commission, that when they call upon sponsors and agencies, they 
simply say, “Nobody is using ultrahigh, and we are not spending any 
money there.” We think that that situation could be changed if it 
were made clear to them that important broadcast interests are operat- 
ing in that field. 

Senator Porrrr. Is there not a difference in the types of ownership ¢ 
Under the multiple ownership, you blanket them all in one; is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Hyper. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, a network with 5 stations is in the 
same position as an individual who has 5 stations spread throughout 
the anes. 

. Hype. No two of them may be in the same city. Sometimes 
st: rite in separate markets will present a degree of overlap in an 
inte rvening area, and we have tried to keep that to a minimum; but, 
as to the network stations, they are all at widely separated points— 
usually at points where they have program facilities, like Los Angeles, 
Chicago, or New York. 

Senator Porrer. It seems to me there would be a difference between 
a network that furnishes the program that affects many stations, and 
one where there would be an individual who has to furnish individual 
programs for a station with respect to having multiple stations. 

Mr. Hype. Well, there is. Of course, our rule would apply across 
the board. It was not an invitation to give networks any opportunity 
beyond that which any other citizen or interest might have. The im- 
portant thing was to get users of radio to use ultrahigh, to stimulate 
the production of ultrahigh receivers and, generally, to stimulate the 
use of ultrahigh service. 

On March 9, 1954, a Senate bill, S. 3095, which generally looked 
toward the same objectives as the Commission’s proposal, was intro- 
duced in the Senate. This bill proposed to add a new section to the 
Communications Act, which would regulate the multiple ownership of 
television broadcast stations. The Commission’s views on this bill 
were submitted to the full committee yesterday; and I believe they 
can be, and should be made available today. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. Without objection, the Commission’s rec- 
ommendation on S. 3095 will be made a part of the record. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN W. BrICKER, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Bricker: I am enclosing herewith copies of the Commission’s 
comments on S. 3095, a bill introduced by Senator Johnson to regulate the 
multiple ownership of television broadcast stations. 

While these comments were submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for clearance 
quite awhile ago, we have been informed by the Bureau that they have not yet 
been able to secure the necessary coordination with other interested agencies. 
In view of the relationship of this bill to the hearings on UHF matters scheduled 
to commence before the Potter subcommittee on May 19, 1954, the Bureau has 
authorized us to submit these comments to you at this time without prior clear- 
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» with the understanding that as of this date they represent the views of the 
Commission only and are not necessarily in accord with the program of the 
esident 
Sincerely yours, 


Rose. H. Hype, Chairman. 


S ( THE F"3 AL ( { ATIONS ¢ MISSION ON 8S. 3095, a Brit 

AMEND ( \ { \ NDED, 7 R ATI 
MULTIPLE OW SHIP OF LELEVISI LROA ST STA ‘Ss 

S. 8095 provides for the amer ent of the Cor WI ons Act of 1954, as 

ended, | z after si 09 ection which would regulate 

e own I ( bre ms rhe 1 ‘ ld 

t 2 I gp of a ense I i t I I ist s tion to any 


such applicant direct directly 1 operates co! s anothe 
on i) { St i ) wl t ves = i ‘ \ | t re 
* if the gra g of such license would resu ncent f 
f tele broa gina el iste W the ( 
ere ! ‘ er ’ Th ¢ ’ 
he proposed legislation further provides that the Commission shal no 
event grant a license which would result in any person having interests in tele- 


broadcast stations in excess of 


(1) 5 VHF and no UHFE 
(2) 4 VHF and 2 UHFE 
3) 2 VHF and 4 CHE 
1) 2 VHI nd6 UHF 
5) 1 VHF and8 UHE 
(6) 0 VHF and 10 UHEF 











nm is also made that, during the 5-year period following the enactment of 
section, a pplicant who has been granted a VHI station license wi f he 
nquishes same, be “entitled to be granted” for each such VHF station license 
nquished, 2 UHF licenses, 1 of which shall serve substantially the same 
ea as the stution he relinquishes 
In considering the provisions of S. 3005 it int to recognize that the 
leral Communications Commission has a¢ s of rules de with 
e multiple ownership of broadcast facilitie iting to radio as we is 
vision stations These rules, sections 3.37 lio stations), 3.240 (FM 
oO ifions) and 3.636 (television stations), contain a provision sin r to 
hat contained in the proposed bill precluding common control by any 1 party 
f 2 or more stations serving substantially the same area And, like S. 3095, 
6 ilso provide that no license will be granted to a party having any interest 
1 other stations in the same service where the result of such a grant w res 
undue concentration of control inconsistent with the publie interest, and 
hat, in no event, will the Commission authorize any one person or group to have 
interest in more than a specified maximum number of stations Under the 


Commission’s existing rules this maximum is 7 stations in both the AM and FM 
adio fields and 5 stations in the television field. 
These rules have recently been the subject of extensive consideration by the 


Commission and their present form represents the culmination of rulemaking 

ceedings extending back as far as 1948 and concluded on November 25, 1953 

In adopting these rules, however, the majority of the Commission did so without 

ejudice to their subsequent consideration of proposals which had been ad 
need d ing the course of the rulemaking proceedings nder which, as ar 

is to the development of the ne UHF portion of the frequency spectrum, 

he maximum number of television interests any party could have would be 


reased, on condition interests in stations over and beyond five in number 
vould have to be in the UHF portion of the spectrum. And on December 24, 
1953, the Commission, with one Commissioner dissenting and another concurring 
specially, issued a notice of proposed rulemaking which looked toward the amend- 
ment of section 3.656 of the rules to provide for a 7-station maximum on the 
number of television interests which could be held by any 1 party, provided 
that at least 2 of the 7 stations are UHF. 


48550—_54——-11 
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It would appear that the provisions of paragraph (c) of the proposed new 
section 309 (A), which would permit persons to hold more than five interests 
in television stations providing a specified number thereof are on UHF channels 
have, like the Commission’s outstanding rulemaking proposal, the primary 
objective of encouraging the rapid development of UHF stations. But if this is 


the ¢« the Commission does not believe that the proposal incorporated in § 
3095 s ely to achieve its objective as that which has been proposed b 
the Com sion. For S. 3095 would require parties who already have interests 
in 5 VHF stations to relinquish 1 of such stations for each 2 UHF licenses to be 
acquire The Commission has grave doubts that the present status of the 
broadcasting industry warrants an assumption that such persons would in fact 


find sufficient incentive to acquire any UHF stations if they were obligated t 
relinquish a VHF station to do so. Consequently, the Commission believes that 
the short-ran consequence of the adoption of 8S. 8095 would be likely to be the 
maintenance of the status quo with respect to ownership of television stations 
I e net rks or the other major interests in the broadcasting field, and that 


he o tive of affording special impetus to UFH operation would be effectively 


The Commission also questions the advisability of any attempt to cope wit! 
what appears to us to be primarily a short-range problem through the enact- 
gislat of the type contemplated by §. 3095. While the 

Commission’s proposed rulemaking recognizes the temporary disparity which 
exists between VHF and UHF television stations, the television allocation plan 
incorporated into the Commission’s rules is based upon the necessary assumption 
that, after the admitted difficulties of this initial period, both VHF and UHI 
vill play an integral role in providing adequate television service to th 
American people. We believe it might be unfortunate therefore to write into 
the Communications Act as permanent law any indication of fundamental in 
equality between VHF and UHF channels. Nor are we convinced that in any 
event it would be in the public interest for any person to have interests in more 
than seven television stations, even though a substantial percentage of such sta 
tions were operated on UHF channels. In this respect the committee's atten 
tion is called to the fact that the Commission has determined, in the AM field 
that it would be contrary to the public interest for any person to have interests 


ment of permanent le 


stations 


in more than 7 stations irrespecive of whether these stations are 50-kilowatt 
clear-channel stations or 250-watt local stations. 

The Commission therefore cannot support enactment of S. 3095. We should 
like to point out, however, certain additional questions which are raised by the 
proposed subsection (d) of the bill, in the event that Congress should feel that 
enactment of legislation of this type is desirable. This subsection is apparently 
intended to provide a special inducement for present licensees of VHi' stations 
to go into the UHF spectrum by offering them, for a 5-year period, the a! 
right to relinquish a VHF station and secure in return 2 UHF stations, 1 of which 
is to be in the same area as was served by the VHF station given up. But th 
provision, insofar as it would give an existing licensee the absolute right to twe 
new sta 


} 
abvsoiute 





ions of his choice, irrespective of other applications which might be on 
file therefor, would constitute a complete departure from the present law whicl 
requires a choice between applicants where more than one has applied for a 
specified assignment, and might, therefore, require the grant of an application 
which would less well serve the public interest than would another. And the addi- 
tional requirement that 1 of the 2 UHI stations to be assigned to such person 
must substantially serve the same area as the VHI station relinquished might 
in a number of areas of the country be impossible of fulfillment without deleting 
existing assiguments or substantially revamping the basic allocation plan. 


SE RATE VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER HENNOCK 


tions the advisability of any attempt to cope with the UHF problem through the 
enactment of permanent legislation of the type contemplated by this bill. 
I dissented, however, to the Commission's notice of proposed rulemaking pro 


I agree with the Commission’s comments on S. 8095 to the extent that it ques 


posing to increase the maximum permissible ownership of television stations to 
7, not more than 5 of which may be in the VHF band. I do not believe that the 
weakening of the safeguards against the concentration of control of the media 
of mass communications is either an appropriate or an effective manner of stimu 
lating the development of the UHF band. Varied factors contributed to the 
present plight of the UHF service. An effective solution to the UHF problen 
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therefore, be found only by directly attacking each of the cause he 
cis disparity between UHF and VHI 

[r. Hype. In addition, on May 11, 1954, a proposed amendment of 
H R. 8300 was introduced, which would exempt from the 1] percent 
excise tax al! television sets with built-in UHF tuners. Obviously, 
if Is ae oned to encourage the pi roduction of sets. 
Senator Porrrer. It is to stim late tl e production of more set 
Mr. Hypr. Yes. 
Now, let us consider proposals designed to assure UHF station 


r programing. Under the pres provisions of the Commis 

schan broadcasting 1 lies, a network iftiliate which renders cover 
to a bstantial pol on of the service rea of a fation located 
another community may contract with ‘twork organization to 
lude the stat nin that other community from carrying network 
Og ms whi h the affiliate carries. The network affiliate may do so, 
el though the program’s Sponsors and the network self cd e that 
ey be broadeast by the latter station also. ‘This is the pe nt we 

discussed earlier. On . \pril | of thi year the ( omn sion wsued 

otice of proposed rulemaking looking toward a revision of this section 

f its chain broadea ting rules. The change proposed by the Com 


ion would continue to recognize the right of an affiliate to contract 
th the network to preclude stations located in the same con munity 
is the affiliate from taking programs ¢ f the network. ‘The proposed 
rule would operate to the benefit of UHI stations, where the existing 
I le, bee ause of the w idle | latitude i ff I led the Vil ts filiate, has Opel 
ted to preclude UHF stations from obtaining network program 
where the sponsor desires to broadcast over the UHF facilities. The 
time for the submission of views by interested parties expired on 
May 10, 1954, and that proposal is presently pending before the Com 
mission for final action. 
On April 29 a further proposal seeking a revision of the Commis 


sion’s network rules was filed. That proposal requests an amendment 
of the chain-broadeasting rules to provid n effect—that 1 year from 
the effective date of the amendment at least one-third of network tele 
Vision affiliate ~ re elving revenue from the sale of network time, be 
UHF stations, and that , years ged the effective date of the amend 
ment at least one half of ne wor are ion iffiliates re ; ing revenue 
from the sale of network time | U Hk stations. That petition is 
prese tly ore kyo the Comm sion. 

More recently, 1 May 15 » 1954, a bill vas introduced in the Senat 
(S. 38456) which af ks toward a revision of the Communications A 


to give the Commission ahel> a ty to 


establish rules and regulations and make orders with respect to netw 
su of the activities as affect lice ed broadcast ations to 
nterest 

In addition to the foreo ing pre posals designed to assure UHF 
tions a high- quality program fare, an umbe r of petitions hs uve be en file 
with the Commission rel: ating tos subse ript ion television. Subser Iptio! 
television takes various forms, but basically it isa technique for coding 
or scrambling the transmitted signal so as to produce a distorted 
picture and unintelligible sound at any receiver which is not equip yped 
with appropriate decoding or unscrambling devices. The systems 
contemplate a regular charge by the operator of the system for the 
periodic purchase of the code or key to activate the decoding units. 
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Developmental and experimental research has been carried on for 
some time the e presently several different systems in various 
tages of exp tat on nd development. From time to time, upon 
request o! nt ested parties, the Ce mm ssion has OoTal ted special 
ithorizatic to permit developers of subscription television systems 
to broad wilities for such developmental work and experi- 
me il « ratic 
\ her { gs, the prop nts of the system urge that the 
peration « eription television by UHF stations will open the 
iv te venues of attractive programing and thus speed 
Dp st ons, and 6 that it will si pplement the revenues of 
such I dition, it lleved that subscription television 
will ( tatio of their dependency on networks. ‘These petitions 
! yy pbeTto he ( ommission. 
Also, t 1" pending H. R. 6431, a bill to amend the Com- 
Act w h re pect to its application to subscription radio 
ad tet Last week, reply to a request from the chairman 
f tl HH e Int tate and Foreig Commerce Committee, the Com- 
missio bmitted its comments on this bill—and I should like to make 
copy of the Commission’s comments available. 
Senator Porrer. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
[FCC 54-601 4926] 
weed - ee sar Cor NICATIONS COMMISSION ON H. R. 6431, A Bru 
To A ) THE {MUNICA ‘Ss Act WitH Respect To ITS APPLICATION IN 
HE Ca FS RIPTION RADIO AND TELEVISION 
H. R. 6431 a bill concernel with the application of the Communications Act 
to subs¢ tion operations carried on over either radio or television stations. 
Specific attem] to clarify the legal status of such operations by amend- 
1 f le ing” in section 3 (0) of the Communications Act 
f 1954, : mended, expressly to exclude communications, intended to be received 
by the } ce, Which involve “the payment of any charge, subscription fee, or other 
form of direct c ( ition. At the same time, section 8 (h) of the Communi- 
D vi be amended to provide that persons engaged in subscription 


operations in interstate or foreign communication by radio shall be deemed to 


No subscription service, in the sense that that term is usually used, is presently 





orized | the Cor ssion; broadcast-station licensees may not transmit 
tele on programs for reception by the public on home receivers under 
stances where such programs can only be received by those members of 
ublie vw to pay a specified f Chere are, however, presently pending 
before the ¢ ! ! number of petitions requesting the authorization of sub- 
scription radio or television services by broadcast stations and in the broadcast 
ind rhe entire problem is now being actively studied. Pending the conclu- 
ion of its study, the Commission wishes to stress the fact that it has reached no 
determination relative to the merits of subscription radio and television, and 
that the comments are in no way based on any policy decision with respect to 
ubscription operations. 
rhere has never been any definitive determination, either by the Commission 
or tl urts s to whether the transmission of program material intended to be 


received by those members of the general public willing to pay a fixed charge or 
subscription fee can properly be classified as broadcasting within the meaning 
of the present definition of that term in section 3 (0) of the act. It would appear, 
however, that, were the Commission to decide that such subscription operations 
were in the public interest, such programs could be classified as broadcasting 
within the meaning of the present language of section 3 (0). It might be argued 
that such programs are not “intended to be received by the public” since their 
intended receipt would be limited to members of the public willing to pay the 
specified price. But, absence of any charge for the program is not made a pre- 
requisite of broadcasting operations under the present language of section 
3 (0). And the reliance of the broadcasting industry upon advertising revenue, 
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rather than upon direct charges to the public as its principal source of revenu 


has not been the result of any action by either Congress or the Commission, but 





ather the result of the natural development of the industry. It would appear 

that the primary touchstone of a broadcast service is the intent of the broad- 

caster to provide radio or television program service without discrimination to 

many members of the general public as can be interested in the particular 

ogram as distinguished from a point-to-point message service to specified 

ndividuals. If this is true, subscription services should properly be character 

las a type of broadcast service. For while particular subscription programs 

ght have a special appeal to some segment of the potential audience, this is 

equally true of a substantial portion of the programing now transmitted by 
| a Sting stations 

The legislative history of section 3 (0), while admittedly meas does not 

ny way detract from an interpretation of the language of the section under 

h sul ription operations would be held to be broadcasting \t the time 

he passage of the Radio Act of 1927, which contained no definition of broad 

ng, there was some discussion of subscription radio, and H. R. 16867, a 


separate bill, unpon which no action was ever taken, had been introduced which 
vould have prohibited the broadcast of programs for which a fee was charged, 
And in the course of the debates on the bill, Senator Dill, who was the manager 
f the bill in the Senate, stated that in his opinion nothing in the Radio Act 
would prohibit the institution of a subscription service and that, while he had 
doubts as to the extent to which the public would be willing to pay for radio pro- 
grams, he did not believe Congress should preclude such a broadcast service 
See 68 Congressional Record 2880-2881.) The present definition of broadcast- 
ng was adopted at the time of the enactment of the Communications Act of 1934, 
without discussion or explanation in the committee reports or in the public 
debates. It was apparently derived from the definition of broadcasting which 
had been adopted at the International Telecommunications Conference held in 
Madrid in December 1982 and incorporated into the Radio Regulations annexed 
to the convention signed there. A study of the documents surrounding these 
negotiations also fails to disclose any consideration of the question of whether 
a radio program service offered to the public upon the payment of a specified fee 
would, because of such charge, cease to be a broadcasting service 

The exclusion of subscription services from the classification of broadcast 
operations, which would be accomplished by the proposed amendment to section 
3 (0), would not, in and of itself, preclude the authorization of subscription oper 
tions by licensed stations operating in the broadcast bands. The Commission 
ay authorize other services on the broadcast bands if it determines that the 
ublie interest will be served thereby. 

Adoption of the proposed amendment would, however, have certain significant 
effects upon any subscription operations which the Commission might authorize 
For there are several provisions of 


t 
the Commu ations Act which by their terms 
apply only, or particularly, to broadeasting activities. These include section 
303 (i), Which gives the Commission authority to make special regulations appli- 
cable to stations engaged in chain broadcasting; section 307 (d), which limits 
the license term of broadcast stations to 3 years, but permits licenses for other 
classes of radio stations to he for as long as 5 years; section 315, which provides 
for equal opportunities for legally qualified candidates to use the facilities of 
broadeast stations; section 317, which provides that, in the case of broadcast 
stations, matters paid for or otherwise furnished to the station licensee must be 
properly announced as such; section 325, which provides no broadcast station 
may rebroadcast a program of another broadcast station without express author- 
ity of the originating station; section 506, relating to coercive labor practices 
affecting broadcasting; and section 605 of the act which expressly exempts “the 
contents of any radio communication broadcast” from its application 

The Commission believes that it would not be advisable to make these various 
provisions inapplicable to any stations which might be authorized to provide 
subscription programs to the general public for home reception. Thus, while 
it is not presently known to what extent networking of subscription operations 
would be either technically or economically feasible, there would appear to 
be no reason why the Commission should not have the same authority over any 
chain operation in the subscription field as it now does over stations. engaged 
in conventional chain broadcasting. Similarly, to the extent candidates for 
public office might use subscription services, or the program material of such 
operations be paid for, or furnished by commercial sponsors, or other groups, 
it would appear that the provisions of sections 315 and 317 of the act, relating 
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to the handling of such programs over broadcast stations, might well be applied 
to the subscription operations. 

Section 1 of the proposed bill would amend section 3 (h) of the Communica- 
tions Act to classify the operations under consideration as common-carrier opera- 
tions. Although it might be felt to be desirable to subject subscription services 
to regulations as a public utility, the Commission does not believe that classifica- 
tion of these services as common carriers would be appropriate. Stations en- 
gaged in subscription operations would appear to be selling program material to 
the members of the listening or viewing public, either developed by the station 
itself, or procured by contract with another originating source, rather than pro- 
viding them with a communications service for hire. It has been a fundamental 
concept in the communications field that a person is not a common carrier of 

ommunications where he is providing his subscribers primarily with a news 
information service, rather than with a communication service enabling sub- 





scribers to communicate among themselves. Thus, for example, while the fur- 
nis g of leased wires or radio circuits by the telephone or telegraph carriers 
is part of their common carrier activities, the use of such leased wires by the 
news s ces to transmit news to their subscribers, or by the stock exchange 
to in price iotations has been held not to involve common-carrier opera- 
tion. Similarly, in the case of subscription radio or television program services, 
e subscribing members the public would be paying for the programs rather 
thar e use of communications facilities. Moreover, it obviously is not con- 
plated that subscription stations would have the common carrier obligation 
irrying, without discrimination, all programs offered for carriage. And since 
the Col ! urisdiction over common Carriers runs only to their interstate 
operat : erious question would be raised as to whether particular sub- 
Sc! n operations are interstate or intrastate, for purposes of the Commis- 
sion’s comm arrier jurisdiction. The Commission believes, therefore, that 
subscription program services do not lend themselves to classification as common 
s, pu nt to the provisions of title Il of the Communications Act. 
he 4 iission now has authority under title II] of the Communications Act 
] rulations as might be required with respect to matters such as 
the number and type of hours during which subscription programs could be 
broad thy a station, the number of stations in any community which could 
engage tion operations at any one time, or the approved transmission 
standards r such operations. Any subscription service which might be au- 
thon d b cely to be faced with the natural forces of competition from 
her subscription operatic (including closed-circuit operations by wire of 
the type now utilized in theater television), and from conventional broadcasts 
eived by the blic thout direct charge. In the absence of experience in this 
field, we ca t now foretell the effect of these natural competitive forces and 
hether any lit | regulatory authority would be required in the future. 


\ al i na 

Adopted: May 6, 1954. 

Mr. Hyver. Thus far, I have described those proposals made by the 
Commission and by interested private parties which are related to 
the three principal problems that I have described, i. e., coverage, 
UHF set ownership, and programing. In addition, there have been 
filed on April 29 of this year a couple of miscellaneous proposals look- 
ing generally toward a relaxation of the Commission’s rules with 
respect to the operation of UHF stations. One request seeks a revision 
of the Commission’s technical standards to authorize what has been 
described in the request as “binaural third dimensional or stereo- 
phonic sound”—designed to provide “ * * * tonal perspective with 
movement and quality and * * * a feeling of realism.” A further re- 
quest for the amendment of the Commission’s operating requirements 
of UHF television stations seeks an amendment of the Commission’s 
rules so as to authorize aural transmission by stations with varied 
fixed images rather than moving images as the rule presently requires. 

In addition to these requests a further request presently pending be- 
fore the Commission seeks a suspension of the further processing and 

































STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 157 


grant of construction permits in the television broadcast service until 

such time— 

hat the Commission may adequately study, particularly in the light of forth- 
ming Senate hearings, an adjustment of the inequities presently existing 
vetween UHEF and VHF television stations. 

In conclusion, I should like to state that this meeting between rep- 
esentatives of the Government and the industry can be helpful in 
lducing all relevant data so that we may explore fully all facets of 
i¢ prob le Mm. T he Commission will, of course, COO ype rate to the fullest 
xtent with this committee. 


STATISTICAL APPENDIX 


TIMONY OF CHAIRMAN Roser H. Hype on i—k STATUS AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
rHe UHF CHANNELS IN THE UNITES STATES 
l / least 9 enUu ( a? of tel sion netu nd 
tat 19 
BI CA REV l 
f 
( 
{ 
4 
15.8 
I ~ 
sul 2 
¢ \ 
VHI 
» UHI 
I tota , 68.7 8 


BROADCAST INCOMI BEFORE FEDERAL INCOME TAX 


ks and 16 owned statior $ 7 
eTV 45.8 
Subtota 10.8 
l VHI (4 ) ; 
102 UHF statior f 2 
I tal 68. 4 23. 2 
452 data covers 4 networks and 15 owned stations; 93 prefreeze stations; and 14 postfreeze TV stations 


NOTE Parentheses denote loss 











158 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


TABLE 2 108 prefreeze TV stations classified by income groupings 
Income (before Federal income tax) of 1958 
S1.500,000 and el a J ba a ne Si ta a BL car as 26 
$1,000,000 0 $1,500,000 va en — 13 
SGO00.000° te 1 OOO 00K atl sa - oa bE 26 
S400.0 SOOO OO) - = nen no - 17 
S2OO0.000 to S400.000 sus = pe ae 16 
Ss 1000 SOU COO ‘ - - D 
Less tha SL O0.000 a . . iets omen 7 
I tations 97 
Median ine $654,000 
Los f 
Le 1) S1TO0.000 = = - “en = _ o 
£100.00 f §?00,000 25 7 : ee 3 
SOO OOO) ft S400 000 ‘ . oa = 1 


$400,000 to SSUO.000 


Median loss. : me a . (*) 


1 Median loss not computed because of small number of stations involved. 


TABLE 3 iverage per station broadcast revenues of 92° prefreeze television 


stations—19538 


A. Revenues from the sale of time: 


1. To networks ~ sitet ei 
2. To national and regional advertisers________ 847, 859 
3. To local advertisers Fao baal aa 619, 576 
Total revenues from time sales oe aie mavens Gly GLO, O65 
4. Deduct commission to agencies, representatives, ete_____- 268, 054 


Net revenues from time sales____._.—--._~__.~.___.__- 1, 648, 511 
B. Revenues from incidental broadcast activities: 
1. Talent 


2. Sundry 


: $97, 989 
icchietas -- 149, 957 


Ca in COI eee 247, 946 


1, 896, 457 
1, 238, 848 


C. Total broadcast revenues__ a a 
D. Total broadcast expenses ‘aim si i 


E. Broadcast income (before Federal income tax) —- 657, 609 


1 Excludes 16 stations owned by networks. 


TABLE 4.—Original cost of tangible broadcast property of postfreeze TV stations 


VHF sta- UHF sta- 








| 
| 


tions tions 

Under $100,000___.- ae a " J : = ee 2 1 
$100,000 to $200,000 ae a 18 2 
$200,000 to $300,000 ‘ a 25 | 35 
$300,000 to $400,000 | 23 22 
$400,000 to $500,000 | 20 12 
$590,000 to $800,000. : ; | 11 5 
$600,000 to $700,000 ; 4} 1 
700,000 to $800,000... be aets } - isi | 3 | 2 
$800,009 to $900,000__. s é 0 | 0 
$900,000 to $1,000,000 0 | 0 
$1,000,000 and over-.... ; 3 0 

Total stations.....- eblniipianded siakatee. idk deep owisauilaiie inandidal 1109 | 2100 
Aggregate cost... danicineacie arecauacli ; bwsinlipninntncmalt) Sa Get, eee $30, 049, 270 
Average cost..... : bawwe $376, 125 $300, 493 





1 Property not reported by 4 stations 
3 Property not reported by 2 stations. 
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TABLE 5.—Summary of profit and loss status of postfreeze television stations 
during period, January through March 1954 only 


VHF UHF otal 


A. Total postfreeze TV stations (in operation on Nov. 1, 1953) -. a4 98 193 
I Total stations reporting usable data 88 87 5 
Number reporting profit for 3-month period, January-March 1954 33 13 40, 
. N ber reporting loss during same period 

1. But reporting profit in 1 or 2 months of period 20) 10 30 
2. But approaching breakeven point on monthly basis. -. 12 1 23 

3. Wit t ing substantial losses in each mont! 
Operating as of May 1, 1954 22 4 67 
Ceased operating by May 1, 1954! 1 5 ) 
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Taste 7.—Postfreeze TV stations classified by (a) number of VHF stations in 
VHF markets and (b) number of VHF signals received in UH F markets 


VHF stations UHF statio 
Niy } | 
Number of VHI ‘a Vi 
, r t ! UHI 
l ( 1 
' 1 3 
I 3 9 2 } 
4 4 1 
2 l 1 l S 2 6 
’ 7 2 2 
I 18 4 12 2 2 3 8 4 
10,00 
I 4 12 2 l 
I 31 22 y 17 l 5 7 
A ) lati ul 
Prof 83 2 q 3 13 5 2 
Loss 4 2¢ 22 € 6 7 27 l 21 


During period January through March 1954 
2A study of UH F-VHF Reception, April 1954, American Research Bureau, Inc 


TABLE 8.—Network hours carried and set saturation for postfreeze television 
stations 


VHF stations UHF stations 


| 
Percent of | », Percent of 
: 1¢| Total net- an ie 
|total home . | work hours ; total } enn work hours 
Number of | with VHF Number of | with UHI 


| Population of city in which otal net- 


station is located 


carried, carried, 
stations sets, aver- stations | sets, aver- ; . 
average | average 


| “city ee | se@ Per | per station® 
I. 500,000 and over | 
Profit |. i 5 | 64 | 45 | 3 | 33 43 
on ene 3 | 68 | 11 | 9 | 13 20 
II, 250,000 to 500,000 | 
Profit 5 62 42 | 6 " 26 
Loss 9 64 | 19 19 33 2 
III. 100,000 to 250,000 | 
Profit. 9 | 43 | 36 ‘ 22 97 
Loss s 18 | 46 | 19 | 21 | 25 17 
IV. Under 100,000 
Profit 14 | 33 22 1 | 27 17 
Loss ; 31 | 35 | 10 | 17 | 19 8 
V. All population groups 
Profit. | 33 5 | 32 13 30 30 
Lows 5A | 41 13 | 66 21 | 15 


1 During the period January through March 1954 

? Based on the station’s home county— United States TV Ownership by Counties, Nov. 1, 1953, CBS Tele- 
vision Research Department. 

’ During week of Mar. 14-20, 1954 
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TasLe 8-A.—UHF markets classificd by number of VHF signals received and 
showing percent of TV homes with UHF reception 


Number of VHF signals received by 50 percent or more of 
the TV homes in the UHF market ? 
Pe \ vi UHI e 
4 and on 
1 , ate 
2 3 over otal 
lt l l 2 4 
3 l 1 ] 9 
2 4 l 2 2 9 
1 2 I 3 ll 
4 l 
9 9 9 6 
‘ l I 4 
s 4 1] 
) t l ‘ 
8 11 2 ) 68 
7 2 5 0 
V Ow r>by ¢ , No 1, 1953, CI V 
\ I Ht \ I I 


TABLE 9.—UHF stations classified by number of VHF stations received in the 
UHF market 


A I t 
} ’ ‘ ber ‘ ont 
\ ‘ th t i ‘ 
yi t hil irket tatl enue per carried * (pe 
2 (aver 
tatio tation) 
ige per city 
35 $32 O00 23 
2 2 21. 000 17 
18 20. 009 14 
1 1 j 
- i id nA ib 
; e Zi My 1/é 
4 I Hy} 4 54, Ame 1reau, I 
t inty 1 i Vo yy Count Nov. 1, 1953, CBS 
I i 
; i nu 1 I d54 
. . I | t 


TABLE 10 Vumber of network hours carried by postfreeze TV stations (during 
week of Mar. 14 20), 1954) 


Population of city 
Number of network hours Over 250,000 Under 250,000 
VHF UHF VHF | UHF 
None 1 1 2 2 
1 to 10... 2 6 21 12 
11 to 20 2 13 26 19 
to 30 2 9 14 7 
31 to 40 l 5 7 l 
41 to 50 ] 3 1 1 
51 to 60 6 
61 to 7 l 
I 1 37 72 42 
M ber of hou 37 19 15 14 
Actua lia 


Pe 
Pi 
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TABLE 11 Number of network hours carried by TV stations in VHF-UHF citica 


[Based on the week of Mar. 14-20, 1954] 
( 4 B¢ Al Du I I 
idy-l VHI x 
UHI 
UHI ; 
) M es VHI 4:1 \ ) 412 
UHI ’ " 
UHE 
VHI 19 9 { 
VHI { f » 
UH 
N VHEI BD. UPS 5 13 
Hf g. 20 
VHI 
UHI 
( \ 8 & 
UHI 
UHI 
' \ if} 
T | \ 
\ 
VH 4s { 
UH 
M H 2:0 
VHI Sil 8 
UHI 9 ( x) > 
a. i Viitt 2 is ( g 
UHI > 
VHI { 
I 6:4 
{ VHEI 8 l 8 
HI ‘ 1 » 
I VH 
\ I VHI 8 ’ 1 g 
UHI 1:00 l 8 x 
VHI 2 8 
UHI 11:4 2 { 
M VHI x) 
UHI ] ( ( 1 
\ 43 y ; 
UHI 14 ‘ 9 
VHI l i 
UHI li:f { 
\ VHI 8:0 
UHI ‘ 
VH 6:2 s 
UHI 47:4 
UHI 
Ala VH { 
M I Vil 11:08 i { 2:4 & 
UHI 
oO VHI 47:2 
UHI 2:45 2 ; 
k-} Ne New VHI s 2 f 3 
UHI 
UHI} 4 & ‘ Q 
UHI 5:32 | 
i City VHI { ) F g 
VHI 14 4 
UH} ‘ 2 
UHI 3 
I , Fla VHI 1: ”) 
UH 9 2-0 
Pittst i VHI 32:00 30:45 3:0 11:00 7 
UH 1:1 34 14:2 25:2 
UHI 13:30 aie 5:53 19:23 
I i, Mai VHI 19:18 19:18 
UHI 1! 2 3:47 7 
I l, Oreg i VHI 41:4 8: 
UHI 35:38 2:0 2:30 4 ‘ 
Rock i, Il Vi 18:4 3:50 2 
UHI 17:1 t 2 
Louis (including Festus and Bell 
ville VHI 41:38 51:2 5:30 0:30 99:03 
UHI 1:0 10:20 11:2 
UHI 
UHI 8:00 13:53 2 
Tulsa, Okla VHI 6:4 49: 3( 6:40 2:00 64 
UHI 4:53 2:4 7:38 
Winston-Salem, N. C VHF 28:28 28:28 
UHF a 12:35 4:52 17:2 
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TABLE 11-A 
cn VHF 
Al 
I VHI 
UHI 
UHI 
A HY} 
UHI 
Baker VHI 2:00 
UH 
I VHI 6:0 
VHI 
UHI 
Bulla 4 VHI 
UHI 
( i ( VHEI 50) 
UH 
Col Ii} 4:00 
UHF 
UH 
( 1 VHI 
UHI 2:30 
D VHtI 
VHI 00 
UH 
Dulu VHI 
VHI 
UH! | 
Gree ( VHI 3:30 
UHI 
Hous VHI 00 
UHI! 
Jack Mi VHI 1-04 
UHI 30 
acks VH x 
UHI 
Johnstow I VHF 3( 
UHF 
Knox ! VHE 3-00 
UHI 
Lansir VHF 30) 
UHI 
Louisvill VHI 
VHI 6:0 
UHF 
Based o ims (tota 
ers, by total hor ind by pro 
(Mar. 1, 1954); and Trendex 
and CBS programs 5 hour 


TABLE 12. 





and 


1 


l 


Hf 


30 


00 


3:30 


g 


ram 
acct 


6:00 


1:00 
¥:00 


6:00 


hours 


wrdir 


g to Nei 


VHE 


{ Mar. 14-20, 1954] 
{ 

M4 

Macon 

M i Mis 

Milwaukee 

Meohil 

\ ( 

Mlonroe, La 

New Orleans 

Norfolk-Portsmouth 
Newport News 


Oklahoma City 
Pensacola 

I burg! 
Portland, Maine 


Portland, Oreg 


Rockford, Il 


Sr I 


(including 
and Belle- 


ouis 
Festus 
ville) 


Pulsa -- 


Winston-Salem, N C. 


listed as among the “ 
en (Feb, 27, 1954 





UHF cities 
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tatic NBC CB 
VH}I 10 
UHI 0 

VHI ( 0) 
UHI 

VHI 5 

UH! 4:00 
UHF 

VHF 4:30 | 2 
UHI 10 
VH { 0) 
UH 

VHI 30 | 3:00 
UHF 

VHF 4:30 
UHF 

UHF 

UH 

VHI 5 

VHF 4:00 
UHF 

UHF 

VHI 

UH 

VIitt l 30) 
UHF ) 
UHF | 2:3 

VHF 3 

UHF 2:00 
VHEI 3:00 
UHF 5M 

VHF 2:30 
UHF | 4:30 

VHF | 4:30 | 3:00 
UHF 

UHF ms 
UHF 1:00 
VHF | 2:00 | 4:00 
UHF 

VHF | 5:30 
UHF 


top 10”’} 


A meric 


rogranis 


Distribution of the 11 network hours in the “top 10” programs? 
stations in the 


otal 
2:30 
2:00 

x0) 

30) 
4:00 
7:00 
0 ) 
7:00 
8:30 
4:30 
5:30 
5:30 
4:00 
5:00 
0:30 
2:30 
3:30 
2:00 
3:00 
5-00 
2:30 
4:30 
7:30 
1:00 
6:00 

30 


by total view- 


an Research Bureau 


According to these listings, NBC programs totaled 6 hours 


| . 
VHF 
1. Total ( stations provided for by table of assign- | | 
ments _ 556 | 
2. Stations now « 
A. Prefree ! 108 
B. Postfreez« Lut 142 
C Total on air : 250 
3. Authorized stations not yet on air (all postfreeze) 73 
4. Total authorized stations 323 
5. Number of potential stations represented by pending ap- 
plications 81 
6 Total potential stations_ ._. : dimen --| 404 
7. Ratio of total potential stations to total stations provided | | 


for in table of assignments 


(percent) .. 


Actual and potential number of television stations as of May 1, 1954 


UHF | Total 


1, 875 


10s 





— 
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TABLE 13.—Actual and potential number of television communities 


Number of communities with 

Based upon 

VHF and 
VHF sta, Ht} [ 7. 
: y i 
s ns now ‘ir 

} i 6 
ns p | 101 


Number of VHF statior UHI 
UHF sta 
4a 
yw ¢ the r SH 
Pe nt 68 
Aut ‘4 t 
Peres i 
: x) s at) 
Perce ; l 2 
TABLE 14.—Status of postfreeze TV grants as of May 1, 1954 
VHF UHI Pot 
Total postfreeze rmits issue 226 306 
Cancellatior 
Num ber 11 ) 
Percent 49 19 
Postfres p t itstandi 2 24 
1 yn ti b 
Num be 42 12 
Percent 62.8 4 
Not on the air 
Num ber m3 12 
Percent 32 2 


SUMMARY OF CANCELLATIONS AND STATIONS GOING OFF THE AIR 


6A. Cancellations 


After going on the air... 0 5 
Before going on the air_. li 54 
Total cancellations ll 59 | 
B. Stations going off the air but not requesting cancellatior 
of permit 2 5] 
Total. . ‘ 13 64 


165 
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TABLE 14-A.—Number of postfreeze TV stations in operation by months—June 
80, 1958, to May 15, 1954 


Number of VHF stations Number of UHF stations 


Total Total on 
tl ingon | Goingoff| the air 
nd of the air the air (end of 

month 


TABLE 15 TV stations as of May 1, 1954 


COMMERCIAI ’ 


VHF UHF Total 


tations represented by pending applications 81 


NONCOMMERCIAI 


TABLE 16 UHF grants not yet on air, as of May 1, 1954 


PREFREEZE MARKETS "= 
Number of stations I 


Under 9 months_2__- = ; eS oe ee iitasinereunesaien 17 
9 to 12 months 
12 to 15 months 
15 to 18 months______ 


Lotai..... 


POSTFREEZE MARKETS 


I I cca ecs cian nai ee ee ce ee 
% to 12 months , re ; ee 
12 to 15 months ; . : 7 ‘ 12 
15 to 18 months____ —_ - . 
18 to 21 months________- : : 5 VH 
Over 21 months 

Total _ ‘ 


Total 
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TABLE 17.—UHF grants not yet on air, as of May 1, 1954 


f 
: ; UHI i 
H 
' ; 
VHI 
18 UHF grants not yet on air by number of VHF stations on the a 
assigned to the community 
MBER F PREFREEZ 
: VHI 
! 
} | I ZI LT ITT 


here 


TABLE 19. 40 UHF-only markets (with no I HF set circulat on) wl 


stations are authorized but not yet on the air 


TABLE 20.—Number of channels in Commission's assignment plan as of Ma 


1954 
United State 

A th Total I rt 

re} Drop-in May . 
| 
Commercial 408 l { 42 
Educational l 74 { 

UHI 
‘ l 1, 271 4s ] ) 
Educational 162 f 168 
I 4 


167 


UHE 


yd, 
al 
f 
l ) 
8 
> 198 





48550—54 12 





rs 
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TABLE 21 Additional VHF assignments since “sixth report” * 
Channels previously Channels previously 
I irket in market 
ate City and ate = 
VHF UHE VHF UHF 
coMM} COMMERCIAL—continued 
ely A l I Pa 
I City, 8. Dak 1 j 
, M Fayetteville, W. Va g 





l EDUCATIONAL 










cn 
Lak \ Lex m, Tenn 
W ( i : eT 
A W , W.V 1 
I rearrat née f VHI ul as ill 1 by following: Channe! deleted from 
M to Werner } bir Ga.: « om West Point to Columbus, Miss 
I ‘ ir ito Old Hickor 
TABLE 22.—Additional UHF assignments since “sixth report” 
COMMERCIAL 
Channels prev Channels previ- 
ously in market ously in market 
City and State City and State 
VHF UHF VHF UHF 
Fort Smith, Ark 1 2 Cape Girardeau, Mo l 1 
E! Cent Calif l Patchogue, N. Y 
Merced, Calif 1 Asheville, N. C 1 19 
Modesto, Calif l Burnsville, N. C 
Palm Sprin Calif Durham, N. C 1 192 
Porterville, Calif Fayetteville, N. C___. | 1 
Stockton, Calif 1 19 Goldsboro, N. C 1 
Washington, D.C 4 2 Fremont, Ohio... 
Clearwater, Fla ] Zanesville, Ohio l 
Daytona Beach, Fla 1 Elk City, Okla 1 | 1 
Melbourne, Fla Kiamath Falls, Oreg--_- | l » 
Orlando, Fla 2 12 Salem, Oreg 7 . ] 12 
Huntington, Ind Anderson, S. C 1 
Princeton, Ind Charleston, 8. C 13 
Terre Haute, Ind_-_. l 12 Florence, S. C l 
Ottumwa, Iowa 1 Spartanburg, 8. C_. ] 1 
Waterloo, Iowa 1 12 Big Spring, T 1 
Lexington, Ky 2 assign- Corpus Chr 2] 12 
ments 2 || Tyler, Tex | 1 | 1 
Paduca Ky 1 l Wenatchee, Wash 1 12 
Alexandria, La 1 l Beckley, W. Va 1 1 
Bogalusa, La aa 1 Clarksburg, W. Va 1 1 
Lake Charles, La... 1 12 || Green Bay, Wis-- i. 
Cumberland, Md 1 La Crosse, Wis 1 | 12 
EDUCATIONAL 
University, Ala Bowling Green, Ohio ‘ one 
Amherst, Mass Cookeville, Tenn_.... : l 
North Adams, Mass 1 Crossville, Tenn 


! One of number educational reservation. 


a ed ed ee ee ee ey et et 


+} 


eet eet et eed 
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PARLE 23 


I. UHI 


Youngstown, Ohio 


Allentown-Bethlehem, Va 
Akron, Ohio 
Springfield-Holyoke, Mass 
Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, Pa 
Harrisburg, Pa 
Canton, Ohio 

n Bernardino, Calif 


Worcester, Mass 


ONI \MMERCIAL VHF ASSIGNM 


Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N. Y¥ 
Hartford, Conn 

Charleston, W. Va 

Johnstown, Pa. 

San Jose, Calif 

Grand Rapids, Mich 
Utica-Rome, N. ¥ 

Fresno, Calif. 

Flint, Mich. 

WI. TWO COMMERCIAL VHF 
Toledo, Ohio 

Syracuse, N. ¥ 

lV. TWO ( 


MMERCIAL VHF 


LTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


100 leading marke 


COM MERCI 


ASSIGN MEN 


ASSIGNMENTS 
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ts by type of assignment 


AL ASSIGNMENTS ONLY 
sridgeport, Conn 
= anton, P 
Reading, Pa 
lrenton, N. J 
South B d, Ind 
York, P 
Stamford-Norwalk, Conn 
Fort Wayne I 
NT AND ONE O} ORE COMMERCIAL UHF 


NMENTS 


Wilmington, De 

New Haven, Conn 

Peoria, Ill 

Lancaster, Pa. 

Erie, Pa. 

Stockton, Calif. 
Greensboro-High Point, N. C 
Binghamton, N. Y. 

Lansing, Mich 


TS AND NO COMMERCIAL UHF ASSIGNMENTS 


Shreveport, La, 


AND ONE OR MORE COMMERCIAL UHF 


ASSIGNMENTS 


Houston, Tex. 

Providence, R. I 

New Orleans, La 

Dallas, Tex 

Louisville, Ky. 
Birmingham, Ala. 

San Diego, Calif. 
Rochester, N. Y. 

Dayton, Ohio 
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va. 
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla. 
Fort Worth, Tex. 
Wheeling, W. Va.-Steubenville, Ohio 
Knoxville, Tenn. 
Richmond, Va 


Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Jacksonville, Fla. 

Sacramento, Calif. 

Tacoma, Wash. 

Duluth, Minn.-Superior, Wis. 
Tulsa, Okla. 

Chattanooga,Tenn. 

Huntington, W. Va.-Ashland, Ky. 
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Il. 
Mobile, Ala. 

Wichita, Kans. 

Charlotte, N. C. 

Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark. 
Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex. 
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V. THREE COMMERCIAL VHF ASSIGNMENTS AND NO COMMERCIAL UHF ASSIGNMENTS 
Phoenix, Ariz Spokane, Wash. 


VI. THREE COMMERCIAL VHF ASSIGNMENTS AND ONE OR MORE COMMERCIAL UHF 
ASSIGNMENTS 


Philadelphi, Pa Portland, Oreg. 
Detroit, Micl Atlanta, Ga. 
Poston, Mass Indianapolis, Ind. 
Pittsbur Ps Columbus, Ohio 
St. Louis, M San Antonio, Tex. 
Cleveland, Ohi Miami, Fla. 
Baltimore, Md. Memphis, Tenn 
Ruffalo, N. Y Omaha, Nebr. 
Cincinnati, Ohio Nashville, Tenn. 
Milwaukee, Wis Salt Lake City, Utah 
Kansas City, Mo Des Moines, lowa 
Seattle, Wash. EK! Paso, Tex. 


VII. FOUR COMMERCIAL VHF ASSIGNMENTS AND ONE OR MORE COMMERCIAL UHF 
ASSIGNMENTS 


Chicago, Il Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif Denver, Colo. 


Washington, D. ¢ 


VIII. SEVEN COMMERCIAL VHF ASSIGNMENTS AND ONE OR MORE UHF COMMERCIAL 
ASSIGN MENTS 


New York City Los Angeles, Calif. 
Tasie 23-A.—Distribution of 108 prefreeze television stations 


PREFREEZE ONE-STATION COMMUNITIES 


Arizona: Phoenix North Carolina: 
California: San Diego Charlotte 
Connecticut : New Haven Greensboro 
Delaware: Wilmington Ohio: Toledo 
Florida: Oklahoma: 
Jacksonville Oklahoma City 
Miami Tulsa 
Indiana: Pennsylvania: 
Bloomington Erie 
Indianapolis Johnstown 
Iowa: Ames Lancaster 
Louisiana : New Orleans Pittsburgh 
Michigan Rhode Island: Providence 
Grand Rapids Tennessee: 
Kalamazoo Memphis 
Lansing Nashville 
Missouri: Texas: 
Kansas City Fort Worth 
St. Louis Houston 
New Mexico: Albuquerque Virginia: 
New York: Norfolk 
Binghampton Richmond 
Buffalo Washington: Seattle 
Rochester West Virginia: Huntington 
Schnectady Wisconsin: Milwaukee 


Utica 


I 
Ke 
M 


N¢ 


D 
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PREFREEZE TWO-STATION COMMUNITIES 


Alabama: Birmingham New York: Syracuse 
Illinois: Davenport-Rock Island Ohio: Dayton 
Kentucky: Louisville Texas: 
Massachusetts: Boston Dallas 
Minnesota: Minneapolis-St. Paul San Antonio 
Nebraska : Omaha Utah: Salt Lake City 


PREFREEZE THREE-STATION COMMUNITIES 


ilifornia: San Francisco Ohio: 

reorgia: Atlanta Cleveland 
Maryland: Baltimore Cincinnati 
Michigan: Detroit Columbus 


Pennsylvania: Philadelphia 
PREFREEZE FOUR-STATION COMMUNITIES 
District of Columbia: Washington Illinois: Chicago 
PREFREEZE SEVEN-STATION COMMUNITIES 
‘alifornia: Los Angeles New York: New York 


TABLE 24.—Factory production, inventory, and sales of television sets 


lotal TV sets Sets equipped with UHF tuner 


| 


71 


} Factory } t 
ules f Fact 
I i t mi I lue- | Pe vent 
1 t or f ] end 
mit wna mor 
—— — a - - —— —— 
1953 
ary ly 4, 150, 52 ( 2 
i tw ( ) s 104, 18 i8 
+ 2 {8 S y ’ 8 ) 
tw 6SO, 4 495. O74 f 819 202. ¢ 9 s 108. 584 ) s 
er (4 week 6 187, 688 49, 22 17 2 138. 4 83. R88 
t + ‘ 4 )] 458. RO ( { ) 43 
Total, 3 214, 787 1, 459, 4 20, 2 
1954 
January (4 week 420, 571 360, 418 520, 38 120, 299 28. 6 128, 666 138, 964 
February (4 week 126, 933 65, 79 58 12, 275 21. € LOO, 886 122, 863 
March (5 weeks 9, COE 1, 894 054, 32¢ 124, 855 20.8 105, 779 119, 944 
lst 3 months of 1 1, 447, 116 429 2 
Total, 1953-March 1954 8, 661, 897 6, 904 20. 7 


Source: RET MA reports. 
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TABLE 25,—History of TV development 
February 25, 1928: First television license issued to Jenkins Laboratories, 
W2XE, between Silver Spring and Wheaton, Md. 
June 30, 1928: First mention of “visual” broadcasting in FRC annual report. 


1929: FR i ted four 100-kilocycle channels in 2000-38000-kilocyele band for 
vis broadcasting. 

1935: Exper 1 TY in 42-56, 60-86 megacycle bands 

1936: Informal engineering conference. 

1937: Order 19 allocating 19 channels to TV. 

May 22, 19389: First FCC report—no standards approved. Television should 


retain developmental 


November 15, 1980: FCC's Television Committee issued second report. 

December 22, 1939: Rules permitted sponsored programs on a limited basis. 

February 29, 1940: New rules adopted providing for two classes of stations, ex- 
perimental and experimental program. 

March 20, 1941: Hearing to get new evidence on industry agreements on stand- 


ards. Report made by NTSC. 

April 30, 1941: New rules adopting NTSC standards—18 channels—minimum 
hours of operation, 

June 17, 1941: First television licenses for regular commercial operation. 

April and October 1942: Order prohibiting new construction due to war. 

August 15, 1944: Order on general allocation hearing 

May 25, 1945: Report of allocation hearings (480-920 experimental TV). Docket 
6651 on the matter of allocation of frequencies to the various classes of non- 
governmental services on the radio spectrum from 10 kilocycles to 30 million 
kiloeyeles 

October 7, 1945: Commission rescinded above orders. 

November 21, 1945 (Doc. 6780): Rules and allocation table adopted—13 chan- 
nels—sharing with other service; 150-mile cochannel, 75 adjacent channel. 
First 140 metropolitan districts. 

April 10, 1946: First CP granted after war “freeze” on construction. 

December, 1946: January and February 1947 (Doc. 7896), hearing on CBS pro- 
posal for color. 

March 18, 1947: Report denying CBS petition. 

August 14, 1947 (Doc. 8487) : Proposal to delete channel 1 and sharing on remain- 
ing channels. Sharing of TV with mobile services deleted in exchange for 
channel 1 to be used by these services. Dockets 8975 and 8736. Table of as- 
signments amended to reflect the deletion of channel 1. 

May 6, 1948: Report on above hearing. 

May 6, 1948: Notice of proposed rulemaking to amend table of assignments in 
order to provide assignments to smaller communities. Previous separations 
of 150 miles cochannel and 75 miles adjacent channels continued. Approxi- 
mately 955 assignments proposed in 459 communities on the 12 VHF channels. 
No other changes such as classes of stations, powers, etc., proposed in this 
docket. Dockets 8975 and 8736. 

June 29, 1948: Hearings on May 8, 1948, proposals began (Docs. 8975 and 8736). 

August 18, 1948: Last of CP’s granted prior to official “freeze” order on new 
construction. 

September 13-14, 1948: Commission-industry conference to discuss procedure. 

September 30, 1948: “Freeze” order adopted. 

November 30, 1948: Engineering conference. Ad hoc committee set up as a result 
of this conference. . 

May 27, 1949: Report of ad hoe committee sent to Commission. 

July 11, 1949: Notice of further proposed rulemaking (Docs. 8975, 8736, 9175, 

8976). Proposed new rules, standards, and allocation table. 12 VHF and 42 

UHF channels utilized. with remaining UHF for experimental uses. Plan 

contained 3 classes of stations. Comments were invited on 61 megacycles 

color systems. 









Ju 
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ptember 26, 1949: Hearings began on part I (general issues). 
mber 1, 1950: First report of Commission (color TV issues). Second notice 
(bracket standards). ‘This report proposed 





further proposed rulemaking 
make final, the CBS field sequential standards. 


ber 10, 1950: Second report of Commission (color decision). Field sequen- 


tial standards adopted. 

October 16, 1950: Hearing recommended on general issues. 

March 21, 1951: Third notice of further proposed rulemaking. 12 VHF and 52 
UHF channels; one class of station with various minimum power ; height com- 
bination, 220 miles cochannel in VHF, and 200 in UHF. Educational reserva- 


tions, 
June 21, 1951: Third report denying partial lifting of freeze. 
July 12, 1951: Fourth report and order; denied Bell Telephone petition and as- 
band 470-500 kilocycles to TV B/g. 
ily 25, 1951: Fifth report and order. 
Docket 8736 et al: Authorized temporary increases in power for existing stations, 
(Purtial lifting of the “freeze.’’) 
August 27—December 1951: Written hearing on third notice. 
il 11, 1952: Sixth report and order lifting the freeze. 
intermixed, zones system, increased heat and power. 








AJ All 70 UHF channels 
In United States 2002 
issignments (569 v, 1433 U) in 1,274 cities. 
June 2, 1952: Post “freeze” rules became effective. 


1e 
l ~) 


July 1, 1952: Processing of applications commenced, 
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Outstanding authorizations for UHF commercial television stations—May 1. 1 54 








| 4 ] Co 4 
R ( 2 \ V 
i ] \ \ KETV 2 
B ; k 1 1 | ‘ 
VL, F ( ( ( ( Ja KCOA 
B. 1 é \ Ja 8 \ 
{ 
| ( } ( J <MJ-TYV 24 ) 
( } ( f 4 2 I j \ 
] | I 1 ) } 
{ } { 
1. | tr John J Broa l KBI \ 9 
( I A Cal 
Corp., Met ( M 12.19 ‘ 
RBI ! Co., 1 Mode ( J 9,19 V 14 
( ry ¢ . I Ca ( 6, 1942 ry 4 I 19 
H le, t J I Broad J 1 52 \ Af 
( 1 Cal 
L. ( I n, San Die Calif Sept KUSH 21 
eA g r ( f 1 59 KBAY-TV mw Sey 
1. ] Franci Calif Mar. 23,19 KSAN-TY 32 | M 54 
J ( rs, Stockt« Calif De 1 1942 KTVI ( I ] 
A rse Tul CS June 23.1952 VVG 9 N > 
( me it & I g Island Tx Ju 0.19 WICC-TYV \ M 
( RB ( 
( H oO ) WG [ \ 1¢@ 
I | 1 N lu 27.19 V I f 
( 
t I lat I J 3 ) WELI-TV 
‘ ( 
) ( J WN L¢ \ 
N K ( n Cory Apr 7,19 \ I 
( 
AT] v } ( Tur WATI \ 
1 ' ] a) 1 ) WHI 4 
( WILM Ms 
5 ( I i D ) WOOK-'1 
t 3 WPG 
€5 } 
l J ) wrt 
} j Tat It ) } \ | 
K J I } WJIHI \ 
( lack Tu \ ; 
] ( M 1 Ja fn +1 M 
W MII 7 2e M u vw nt 
\ \ \ t 
t Pete I Fla el bu Ju 0.19 W { \ 5 \ ; 
RI V, Ir \ Palm B N } I \ t ) 
\ I \ t Se g | OX] , 
( I & Rad S 319 WDAI \ 8 \ 
( 
is, Co is, G . 
M 1" Co., Macon, Ga Sept ) \ EX-T\ 4 l 2 
VGOV V1 Valdost } 74 W Y 
H Teleca Corp., Belleville, 0 Oct. 17,19 WTvi | 
W. Roberts, Bloomi n, Ill J 1 19 WBI 1 i ) 
( 1ig¢n-Urbana Television, Inc., Cha Mar. 11,19 WCUI 9] 
‘ign, Dl 
WIND, Inc., Chi Il Ju 2,1952 | WIND \ ui 
IF¢ Ir ( ] e 3 WHE \ ¢ 
OPA-TY, Ine., C} De 18.1953 | WOPT 14 
tl tern Pt Danville, Il May 28,19 wb \ 21 ) ) 
I irl¢ atur, Dl Oct. 28, 1952 WTVI l \ 4 



























Hit 





AND MI 


] } 





riPpLt 








OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


UHF commercial television stations 
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Outstanding authorizations for UHF commercial television stations—May 1, 
1954—Continued 


Date when 
Channel | commercial 





Permittee and location Date filed Call letters number operatior 
suthorized 
ishtenaw Broadcasting Co., Inec., Ann | June 24,1952 | WPAG-TV 20 | Apr. 3,1953 
Arbor, Mich. 
th Radio & Television Stations, Inc., | July 30,1952 | WBKZ-TV 64 | May 15,1953 
tattle Creek, Mich 
higan Broadcasting Co., Battle Creek, | June 30,1952 | WBCK-TV 58 
Mich 
A W-CIO Broadcasting Corp., of Michigan, | Feb. 19,1953 | WCIO-TV__- 62 
etroit, Mich 
higan State Board of Agriculture, East | June 30,1952 | WKAR-TV 60 | Jan 7, 1954 
Lansing, Mich 
endle-Campbell Broadcasting Corp., Flint, | July 8,1952 | WTAC-TV 16 | Nov. 13, 1953 
Mich 
insing Broadeasting Co., Lansing, Mich Nov. 5,1952 | WILS-TV 54 | July 30,1953 
rslius Radio & Television, Inc., Muskegon, | July 18,1952 | WTVM 35 
Mich 
ke Huron Broadcasting Corp., Saginaw, | Aug. 27,1952; WKNX-TV 57 | May 1,1953 
Mich 
th Radio & Television Stations, Inc., | Sept. 3,1952 | WSBM-TV 51 
Saginaw, Mich 
ireat Plains Television Properties of Minne- | Aug. 14,1952 | WFTV-~ 38 | Apr. 22,1953 
sota, Inc., Duluth, Minn 
rney Imes, Jr., Columbus, Miss Jan. 21,1953 | WCBI-TYV 28 
fississippi Publishers Corp., Jackson, Miss May 21,1952 | WJTV 25 | Jan. 10,1953 
lississippi Broadcasting Co., Meridian, | Oct. 31,1952 | WCOC-TV 30 | Nov. 13,1953 
Miss 
‘GMO Radio-Television, Inc., Gape Gir- | Mar. 30,1953 | KQ@MO-TV 18 
irdeau, Mo 
irk Television Corp., Festus, Mo Nov. 14,1952 | KACY 14 | Nov. 19, 1953 
roadcast House, Inc., St. Louis, Mo July 29,1952 | KSTM-TV 36 | Aug. 25, 1953 
utheran Church-Missouri Synod, St. Louis, | July 23,1952 | KFUO-TV 30 
j Mo. (Clayton 
Missouri Broadcasting Corp., St. Louis, Mo Nov. 19,1952 | WIL-TV 42 
VKNFE, Corp., Keene, N. H June 24,1952 | WKNE-TV 45 
Atlantic Video Corp., Asbury Park, N. J Aug. 26,1952, WRTV 58 | Dee. 10, 1953 
avid E. Mackey, Atlantic City, N. J Dee. 8,1952 | WOCN 52 
eptune Broadcasting Corp., Atlantic City, | May 19,1952 | WFPG-TV 46 | Dee. 13, 1952 
N.J 
uth Jersey Broadcasting Co., Camden, N.J_| Sept. 26,1952 | WKDN-TV 17 
me News Publishing Co., New Brunswick, | May 27,1952 | WDHN 47 
N.J 
ples Broadcasting Corp., Trenton, N. J Jan. 15,1953 | WTTM-TV 41 
fudson Valley Broadcasting Co., Albany, | June 27,1952 | WROW-TV 41 | Oct. 13,1953 
ye 
troon Broadcasting Co., Inc., Albany, | Aug. 5,1952 | WPTR-TV 23 
N.Y 
W BUF-TY, Inc., Buffalo, N. Y Aug. 7,1952| WBUF-TV 17 | Aug. 14, 1953 
in 8. Booth, et al., doing business as Elmira | June 25,1952 | WTVE 24 | May 29, 1953 
lelevision, Elmira, N. Y. 
EK] Cor Television, Inc., Elmira, N. Y June 26,1952 | WECT R Sept. 14, 1953 
rnell University, Ithaca, N. Y July 8.1952 | WHCU-TV 2”) 
imes Broadcasting Co., Inc., Jamestown, | June 30,1952 | WJTN-TV 58 
N.Y 
WKNY-TYV Corp., Kingston, N. Y June 24,1952 | WKNY-TV 66 Apr. 21,1954 
Genesee Valley Television Corp., Rochester, | Sept. 29,1952 | WRNY-TV 27 
N. Y. 
tar Broadcasting Co., Inc., Rochester, N. Y Feb. 25,1953 | WCBF-TV._.. 15 
Van Curler Broadcasting Corp., Schenectady, | July 2,1952 | WTRI_. 35 | Jan. 20, 1954 
N. Y, 
Richard H. Balch, Utiea, N. Y Sept. 17,1952 | WFRB 19 . 
WISE, Inc., Asheville, N, C July 1,1952 | WISE-TV 62 | Jan. 10, 1953 
WAYS-TYV, Inc., Charlotte, N. C Sept. 2,1952 | WAYS-TV 36 | Dec, 31, 1953 
Fayetteville Broadcasters, Inc., Fayetteville, | Oct. 23,1952 | WFLB-TV 18 
N.C 
Air-Pix Corp., Gastonia, N. C Mar. 9,1954 | WNSC-TV 48 
ildsboro Television Corp., Goldsboro, N. C_| May 5.1953 | WT VX 34 
er-City Advertising Co. of Greensboro, N July 11,1952 | WCOG-TV 57 
C., Ine., Greensboro, N. C 
r Walter Television Co., Raleigh, N. C Aug. 14,1952 | WNAO-TV 28 | Inly 10,1953 
Winston-Salem Broadcasting Co., Inc., Win Dec. 31,1952 WTOB-TV 26 | Sept. 17, 1953 
to alem, N. C 
Summit Radio Corp., Akron, Ohio June 27,1952 WAKR-TV 49 | May 25, 1953 
WICA, Ine., Ashtabula, Ohio July 21,1952 | WICA-TV... 15 | Sept. 11, 1953 
Robert W. Rounsaville, Cincinnati, Ohio Apr. 17,1953 | WQXN-TV 54 
Cleveland Broadcasting, Inc., Cleveland, | June 30,1952 WERE-TV 65 
Ohio 
48550—54——-13 
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Outstanding authorizations for UHF commercial television stations—May 1, 

















1954—-Continued 
Date wher 
. Pde aoe Channel | commercial 
I os CALICO! Date filed Call - num ber operation 
withorized 
Un 3 i t ( Cleveland, Ohio May 28,1952 | WHK-TY\ 19 re 
Ss} 1 Broa i Cory] Dayt Oh Ju 5,1952 | W E 22 | Oct 2.1953 ( 
I Lorain Bre t Co., Elyria, O Aug. 7,1952 | WEOL-TV 31 
N O Broadcastir ( N 3, 1952 MA-TY 35 
I O 
WLOK I I O 24,1952 | WLOK-TYV 73 | Mar. 20, 1953 I'r 
Mid Vv < oO} July 14,1952) WMAC-TY 23 R 
A }t ! 1 sP Ju 30,1952 | WUTY 21 
Indu 1 Ohio K 
The \V ( y n Apr. 28, 1952 WFMJ-TYV 73 Dex 4.105 St 
oO R 
WKEBN B t ( I \ VI Ma 2,1 WKBN-TY 27 | Jar 3, 195 
oO Al 
( bu is Sou June 26,1952 | WHIZ-TY\ 18 | May 15, 1953 
f ) t Zanesville M 
Oh W 
G L. ( i i Mar. 24, 195. KMIV 58 
\1 elevision ¢ Miami, O Ja 
I E. ¢ t u eal rec Okla De l 152 KMPT 19 Nov. 20, 1953 Al 
hon City, OK!ia 
Repul I ym and Ra ( Okl June 23,1952 | KTVQ 25 | Nov. 2,1953 Ur 
homa Cit Okla Pi 
Elfred Beck, Tulsa, Okla Oct. 7,1952 | KCEB 23 | Jan. 18,1954 Pe 
Arthur R. Ol , Tulsa, Okla Oct. 27,1952 | KSPG 17 Ei 
Empire Coil Co., Inc., Portland, Oreg June 19,1952 | KPTV 27 | Sept. 20, 1952 O 
Penn-Allen Broadeasting Co., Allentown, Pa July 10,1952 | WI MZ ry 67 
Queen City Television Co., Inc., Allentown, | July 14,1952 | WQCY 39 W 
Pa 
Associated Broadeasters, Inc., Bethlehem, Pa_| Aug. 26, 1952 LEV-TYV 51 | Apr. 13,1953 Se 
Chambersburg Broadcasting Co., Chambers- | June 2, 1952 | WCHA-TV 46 | Aug. 19,1953 K 
burg. Pa C: 
Easton Publishing Co., Easton, Pa July 1,1952 | WGLV 57 | July 18,1953 
Commodore Perry Broadcasting Service, Inc., | Aug. 1,1952 | WLEU-TYV 66 ? A 
Erie, Pa 
Great Lakes Television Co., Erie, Pa June 30,1952 | WSEE 35 | Apr. 22,1954 Je 
Harrisburg Broadeasters, Inc., Harrisburg, Pa.| July 10,1952 | WTPA 71 | June 23, 1953 KF 
Rossmoyne Corp., Harrisburg, Fa June 30,1952 | WCMB-TV 27 W 
WHP, Inc., Harrisburg, Pa do WHP-TV 55 | Mar. 28,1953 
Hazleton Televisio , Hazleton, Pa Aug. 20,1952 | WAZL-TV 63 A 
Rivoli Realty C town, Pa Apr. 17,1952 | WARD-TV 56 | Sept. 9, 1953 
Harold C. Burke, Lancaster, Pa Apr. 6,1953 | WWLA 21 L 
Lebanon Television Corp., Lebanon, Pa June 30,1952 | WLBR-TY 15 | Oct. 14,1953 B 
WKST, Inc., Newcastle, Pa July 8.1952 | WKST-TV 45 | Mar. 19,1953 M 
Daily News Television Co. (a corporatior June 25,1952 | WIBG-T\ 23 B 
Philadelphia. Pa , NM 
Pent ia Broadcasting Co., Philadelphia, | June 19,1952 | WIP-TV x N 
Pa 
Gol ilge Television Corp., Pittsburgh, | Oct. 27,1952 | WTVQ 47 A 
Pa 
Acnes J. Re s Greer, Pittsburgh, Pa Sept. 30,1952 | WKJF-TV 53 | Mar. 21, 1953 
\Telecastit c., Pittsburgh, Pa Sept. 29,1952 | WENS 16 | Aug. 18, 1953 
Eastern Radio Corp., Readir Pa June 19,1952 | WHUM-TV 61 | Feb. 13,1953 
Hawley Broadcasting C iding, Pa July 7,1952 | WEEU-TYV 33 | Apr. 1,1953 
Appalachian ¢ S ton, Pa July 14,1952 | WTVU 73 | Aug. 7,1953 | I 
Ser n Broadcasters, Inc., Scrat , Pa July 1,1952 | WGBI-T\ 22 | June 7,1953 i 
Un Br isting ( Scranton, Pa June 39,1952 | WARM-TY 16 | Jan. 26,1954 
Leonard J. Shafitz, Sharon, Pa Jan. 12,1953 | WSHA 39 . 
Louis G. Baltimore, Wilkes-Barre, Pa June 26,1952 | WBRE-T\ 98 | Jan. 1,1953 € 
Wyoming Va B icasti Co., Wilke May 15,1952 | WILK-TV 34 | Sept. 11, 1953 
Barre, | 
W RAK, Inec., Williamsport, Pa June 27,1952 | WRAK-TV 36 
H. J. Williar ei a doing bus sas The July 2,1952 | WNOW-TV 49 | Nov. 10,1953 
Helm ¢ Co., York, Pa 
Susquehanna Broadcast Co., York, Pa july 2.1952 | WSBA-TV 43 | Dee. 15,1952 \ 
Channel 16 of Rhode Island, Inc., Providenes July 24,1952 | WNET 16 | Feb. 3,1954 
R. I 
Aiken El A dvertisi Corp., Aike Nov. 26,1952 | WAKN-TV 54 1 
a © 
Wilton E. Hall, Anderson, 8. ¢ June 12,1952 | WAIM-TV 40 | Dee. 11, 1953 
Camden Broadcasting Corp., Camden, 8. C Jan. 26,1953 | WACA-TV 14 
Palmetto Radio Corp., Columbia, 8. C Jur 30,1952 | WNOK-TV 67 Aug. 25, 1953 
Radio Columbia, Columbia, 8. C June 19,1952 | WCOS-TV 25 Apr. 13,1943 
Greenville Television Co., Greenville, 8. ( Oct. 14,1952 | WGVL 23 | July 24,1953 
Grenco, Inc., Greenwood, &. ¢ July 23, >| WCRS-TV 21 
Sterling Telecasting Co., Spartanburg, 8. C Feb. 1 WSCV 17 
Television Services of Knoxville, Inc., Knox- | Aug WTSK-TV 26 | Sept. 4, 1953 


v 


} 
( 


Tenn. 
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Outstanding authorizations for UHF commercial televisoin stations—May 1, 
1954——Continued 





ry } 
Cc} é 
Pe ttee and locatior Date filed Call lett 
Beau I ( KBM1 A t 
| ( ( ( } KVDO 9 M 54 
I t ii ( I ( i ( Ni ] Ss kK | I ( : 
| i ( ) I Oct KLIF-TV 
\ ck t UHI J KDTX 
l ( ) bi x 
‘ ( H ( 7 NUZ-TV »/ O g 3 
: B Cc H t Au 1Y <XYZ-TV } 
os ( t 1 UHI J | \ 
( ion ( H t 
4 Ja H ‘ East Te 1 2 KTVI oO . 
el ( I view f 
Marshall Television Corp., Marshall, Tex May 56,19 K MSI lt 
Vi W Lechner, doing busi ss Alar June 3 952 KALA 
lel ision Co., San Antonio, Tex 
Jacob A, Newborn, Jr., Tyler, Tex No 17, 1952 KETX 19 ] 28 $ 
Albert B. Alkek, do business as KNAL June 30, 1952 KNAL-T\ 19 
relevision Co., Victoria, Tex 
Central Texas Television Co., Inc., Waco, Tex July 21, 1952 KANG-TY\ 34 Oct. 10,1953 
Piedmont Broadeasting Corp,, Danville, Va do WBTM-TV 24 Jan 7, 1954 
Peninsula Broadcasting Corp., Hampton, Va July 14,1952 | WVEC-TY\ l Aug 4, 1953 
Eastern Broadcasting Corp., Newport N June 30,19 WACH 33 | Oct 2, 1953 
Commonwealth Broadeasting Corp., Nor-| Aug. 81952 WTOV-TV 27, Oct. 16, 1953 
ilem Broadcasting Co., Inc., Rit Dec. 31,1952 | WOTY 29 
ond, Va. 
Seattle Construction Co., Inc., Seattle, Wash Nov. 23, 1953 | Unassigned 20 dima’ — 
KVAN, Inc., Vancouver, Wash June 25, 1952 KVAN-TYV 21 ot 
Cascade Broadcasting Co., Inc., Yakima, | Au 1,1952 | KIMA-TV 29 | July 10,1953 
Wash 
Appalachian Television Corp., Beckley, | May 13,1953 | Unassigned 21 sisedesiis 
W. Va 
Joe L. Smith, Jr., Inc., Charleston, W. Va July 18,1952 | WKNA-TYV 49 | Sept. 17, 1953 
Fairmont Broadcasting Co., Fairmont, W. Va June 30, 1942 WIPB-TV $5 Mar, 23, 1954 
West Virginia Enterprises, Inc., Parkersburg, | Sept. 23,1952 | WTAP 15} Oct. 8, 1053 
W. Va. 
Albert S. Polan et al., doing business as Polan | Dec. 19,1952 | WLTV OP i emnanecinn ‘ 
Industries, Wheeling, W. Va. 
La Crosse Television Corp., La Crosse, Wis Apr. 3,1953 | WTLB Di in tetenaitianie - 
Bartell Television Corp., Madison, Wis Dec. 23,1952 | WMTV 33 | July 8, 1953 
Monona Broadcasting Co., Madison, Wis Aug. 20,1952 | WKOW-TY 27 | June 21, 1953 
Bartell Broadcasters, Inc., Milwaukee, Wis July 8.1952) WOKY-TYV 19 | Sept. 16, 1953 
Midwest Broadcasting Co., Milwaukee, Wis Nov. 18,1952 | WCAN-TYV 25} July 9, 1953 
Neenah-Menasha Broadcasting Co., Neenah, | June 25, 1952 WNAM-TYV 42 J 13, 1954 
Wi 
Alvin E. O’Konski, Wausau, Wis Feb 2,1954 | WOSA-TV. 16 





HEARING ON STATUS AND DEVELOPMENT OF UHF CHANNELS BEFORE A SuBcoM- 
MITTEE OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


Comments of the Federal Communications Commission with respect to miscellan- 
eous factual inquiries raised on the record in the above hearing May 19-21, 1954. 
Transcript reference cited in connection with each question 


Question 1. How many separate ownership interests are there in television? 

Answer. 4381. 

Question 2. How many licensees own 5 stations? 4 stations? 3 stations? 

Answer. Approximately 487 different companies or individuals own the 570 
TV stations authorized as of May 1, 1954. A total of 51 companies or individuals 
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had either majority or substantial minority ownership interests in more than 
one TV station. A breakdown of these ownership interests is as follows: 


Number of stations 
in which a major- 
ity or substantial 


Number of com- 
panies or indi- | Number ofstations 


minority interest = holding involved 
is held such interest 
5 4 20 | 
1 5 20 | 
3 10 30 | 
2 32 64 
= . = 5 P 7 1 
Subtotal 2 or more 51 134 | 
l 436 436 
487 570 


Of the 377 stations on the air as of May 1, 1954, there were approximately 304 
separate companies or individuals owning such stations. 

Question 3. How many communities have 4 or more commercial VHF sta- 
tions? 3 or more commercial VHF stations? 

Answer. Seven communities have assigned to them 4 or more commercial 
VHF stations. A total of 37 communities have assigned to them 3 or more com- 
mercial VHF stations. 

Question 4. How many VHF and UHF canceled CP’s were transferred or 
sold? 

Answer. Two UHF stations were transferred from their original owners to 
new owners prior to the cancellation of the stations’ authorizations. These were 
KRTV, Ltitle Rock, Ark., and KCTY, Kansas City, Mo. In addition, 1 UHF 
authorization and 1 VHF authorization were transferred from their original 
owners to new owners after the stations had gone on the air. Subsequently, the 
new owners of these stations shut down the stations’ operation with a request 
that the CP’s be retained pending future developments and reorganization. 

Question 5. To what extent are UHF stations denied access to network 
programs? 

Answer. sased on the Commission’s study of network programing during the 
week of March 14-20, 1954, the average UHI station in cities of 250,000 and 
over population carried 19 hours of network programs during that week; the 
average postfreeze VHF station in cities of the same size carried 37 hours of 
network programs. In cities under 250,000 population, the average UHF sta- 
tions carried 14 hours of network programs during that week while the average 
postfreeze VHF in that city size carried 15 hours. 

In the 34 cities where both VHF and UHF stations were in operation during 
that week, the average VHF station in those cities carried 44 hours of network 
programs and the average UHF station carried 14 hours. Of the 11 hours 
of network programs listed among the Top Ten programs (by 38 different rea- 
search organizations) the average VHF station in the VHF—-UHF cities carried 
5 of these 11 hours while the average UHF station carried 1 hour. 

Question 6. Were the UHF applicants radio people or were they new- 
comers? 

Answer. Approximately 2 out of 3 UHF authorizations were issued to per- 
sons or companies operating radio broadcast stations. 

Question 7. Is there any appreciable difference in the cost of UHF and VHF 
stations? 

Answer. Based on data reported by postfreeze licensees, the average con- 
struction cost of the 109 VHF stations was $376,000 compared to $300,000 
for the average cost of 100 UHF stations. 

Question 8. What percentage of UHF stations are solvent at the present time? 

Answer. It is not possible to state the number and percent of UHF stations 
which are solvent at the present time, since the Commission does not have 
information on the current balance sheet items of the UHF licensees. In order 
to answer this question it would be necessary to have current data concerning 
each UHF station on the amount of its available working capital and other 
current assets as well as the amount of its current liabilities. 

In terms of profit and loss, however, the Commission’s survey of 87 UHF 
stations during the first 3 months of 1954 revealed that 13 were operating 
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profitably during that period. Of the remaining 74 UHF stations which reported 
a loss for this period, 10 were profitable in 1 or 2 months of the period; 11 were 
approaching a break-even point on a month-by-month basis; and 53 were 
operating with continuing substantial losses in each month. Of these 53, 8 
stations had ceased operating by May 1, 1954. 

Similar data for 88 postfreeze VHF stations showed that 33 reported a profit 
during the same period. Of the 55 reporting an overall loss for the period, 
20 reported a profit in 1 to 2 months of the period ; 12 were approaching a break- 
evel point on a month-by-month basis; and 23 were operating with continuing 
substantial losses in each month. Of these 23, 1 had ceased operating by May 1, 
1954. 

Question 9. How much has radio advertising dropped off in the last 5 years? 

Answer. Between 1948 and 1953 total expenditures for radio advertising 
increased by approximately 15 percent. During this period expenditures for 
national radio advertising declined by about 2 percent, while expenditures for 

local radio advertising increased by about 48 percent. 

Of the 1,813 operating AM radio stations in 1948, 581, or 32 percent, reported 
losses for the year. In 1952, of the 2,312 operating AM radio stations, 468, 
or 20 percent, reported losses for the year. 

Question 10. How many radio stations own television stations? 

Answer. Approximately 3 out of 4 of the 570 authorized TV stations are owned 
by companies or individuals operating radio stations. 

Question 11. What percent of the station’s total revenues comes from network, 
national spot, and local advertising? 

Answer. The average prefreeze TV station in 1953 derived 23.4 percent of its 
total time sales from network advertising ; 44.3 percent from national spot adver- 
tising ; and 32.3 percent from local advertising. 

Question 12. How long does a TV set owner keep his set before buying a new 
one, i. e., what is the average life of a TV set? 

Answer. It is estimated that the average TV set is turned in for a new set 
after 6 or 7 years. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you, Mr. Hyde. 

We will now recess until 2 o’clock. The Chair will endeavor to 
secure a more adequate hearing room. If you should come back at 
2 o'clock and find someone at the door, he will inform you that the 
committee will meet in another place. However, I forewarn you that, 
if we can secure another hearing room which will accommodate all 
the people who are interested, I shall try to do so. If not, we shall 
meet here at 2 o'clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:07 p. m., the subcommittee recessed until 2 
p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

The Subcommittee, No. 2, on Communications, reconvened at 2:03 
p. m., in room 318, Senate Office Building; Senator Charles E. Pot- 
ter (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. If anyone is 
here, under the misapprehension that this is still the McCarthy-Army 
hearing, I can assure him that it is not. 

I believe we concluded, this morning, with the statement by the 
Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, Mr. Hyde, 
Miss Hennock, Commissioner of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, is present, and will state her views on this subject. 


STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER FRIEDA B. HENNOCK, OF THE 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Senator Porrrr. All right, Miss Hennock. Do you care to give 
your statement at this time? First, I may say we are always pleased 
to have you grace our committee meetings with your presence, at any 
time; we look forward to it. 
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Miss Hennocx. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And to 
you Senator Bowring, I want to pay my respects, as the first woman 
to serve on this committee. I am sure from the statements I have 
read that you area great tribute to our sex. 

Senator Bowrrne. I hope I shall be as great a tribute as you have 
been, Miss Hennock. 

Miss Hennockx. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Frieda 
B. Hennock. I am a Commissioner of the Federal Communications 
Commission. I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear 
before you. I came here because I feel that, though I may be im- 
posing on your limited time, the UHF problem is so critical that my 
views should be made known to you. 

Television is at the crossroads. For the success of the nationwide 
competitive television system is completely and inextricably bound 
to the fate of UHF. 

Television can be a service limited to 12 VHF channels, or it can 
occupy 82 channels—depending upon whether or not UHF is in exist- 
ence. It can be a service with big city operators controlling the pro- 
graming from two strong networks and perhaps a weak third net- 
work, with a fourth unable to survive. It can serve the large cor- 
porations; or it can get into every community and give the small- 
business man an opportunity to get on television at a reasonable rate. 
It can be in the hands of some 2,000 licensees with diversified owner- 
ship and interests, who will provide some 1,300 communities with 
local means of expression, and our country with an exchange of 
diverse ideas, political and otherwise; or it can simmer down to a 
few stations in each State dominated by a few large interests. In 
short, on the solution of the economic problems of UHF depends the 
future of 9 truly nationwide competitive television system. No con- 
sideration of public interest transcends in importance the necessity 
for such a system of television broadcasting. The alternative is mon- 
opoly—a condition which free enterprise abhors. The choice must 
be made now. 

These are bold statements, but television is a bold medium. Its 
course during our lifetime depends on the outcome of these historic 
hearings. We must accept this challenge. For the mere passage of 
time without immediate action will make the whole problem academic. 
The improvements of the art itself depend on the fate of UHF. If 
just a handful of people control this medium, they will not compete 
with each other. There will be no need for it and, as in every monop- 
oly, improvements will be slow in coming. If this is allowed to hap- 
pen, the public will be the loser. For in a field with so many improve- 
ments possible, this medium can afford competitive advantages to all— 
the broadcaster, the consumer, and the set-holder. 

With the benefit of hindsight, I am now convinced that the approval 
of intermixture was a basic mistake. It has enabled VHF to smother 
UHF. I take my due share of the blame for creating this problem. 

sut that isnot enough. Something must be done now in order to enable 
UHF to survive. From a technical point of view, UHF can, under the 
present table of assignments, provide a nationwide service. I have 
seen the UHF signals. The quality of the UHF picture is every bit as 
good as VHF. The real question is what can be done about the UHF 
problem at this stage? I have five specific recommendations to make. 
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My first recommendation is to impose an immediate freeze on all 
grants of new construction permits for VHF stations and new alloca- 
tions of VHF channels. 

UHF stations should have had a head start from the beginning over 
VHF to enable them firmly to establish themselves in their community 
and to overcome the initial handicap of service in a new part of the 
spectrum. This was needed to allow UHF to compete with VHF 
licensees who, at the time the “freeze” was lifted in April 1952, enjoyed 
an advantage of 15 million VHF sets in the hands of the public unable 
to tune to VHF. Now with the number of VHF sets almost doubled, 
the opening of every new VHF station with its wider coverage still 
more retards the chances of success of the UHF station whose service 
area it blankets. Any map depicting the coverage of VHF and UHF 
stations will show that virtually every community with an existing 
or prospective UHF station will also receive one or more viewable 
VHF signals from distant stations. With the set conversion proble m 
what it is, this represents a dire threat to these UHF stations. This 
threat is accelerated through mergers and “drop-outs.” These mergers 
and “drop-outs” can still take place in pending competitive proceed- 
ings. 

The situation is further aggravated by what has descriptively be- 
come known as “drop-ins.” Since June 1953 (when the Commission 
commenced accepting petitions for amendments of the table of fre- 
quency allocations), new VHF channels have been “dropped-in,” in 
addition to those provided in the sixth report and order. Requests for 
more “drop- ins” of VHF’s are presently pending before the Com- 
mission. l'ypically these additional VHF channels have been 
“dropped-in” to communities which either have a UHF omer avail- 
able but not applied for, or a UHF station on the air, or are in small 
communities adi acent to large cities which appear profitable for an 
addition?! VHF station. Each such “drop-in,” therefore, spells 
economic disaster for the UHF station on the air, and kills any pros- 
pect of anyone applying for a station on the available UHF channels, 
because of the known fact that advertisers and networks gradually 
whittle away the flow of programing and advertising to their UHF 
outlets upon the opening of a VHF station in the same area. 

Unless this race of “drop-outs” and “drop-ins” is stopped immedi- 
ately, the extinction of many additional UHF stations is threatened, 
and the entire problem of survival of UHF stations in intermixed 
markets and maintenance of any adequate competitive television serv- 
ice in these markets will have been rendered academic. An immediate 
suspension of all VHF grants as well as a discontinuance of new VHF 
allocations or “drops-ins” would give those UHF licensees on the air 
courage to continue, and much needed encouragement to the holders 
of UHF construction permits to go ahead and build stations; it would 
give them an opportunity to bring and continue to render a first local 
TV service to many communities which they do not now have if the 
licensing of VHF stations continues at its present rapid rate; and it 
would reassure the UHF operators, construction permit holders and 
applicants that they may rely on the table of allocations in estimating 
their economic prospects. 

Of course, the VHF applicants affected by the freeze on VHF grants 
should be given an opportunity to apply for a UHF channel in place 
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of the VHF one. I am sure that in every case an appropriate UHF 
channel can be found. 

That was my most important suggestion. 

My second recommendation is to cut back the power and antenna 
height of VHF stations, to approximate the coverage which UHF 
stations may presently obtain. 

Admittedly one of the major difficulties facing UHF is the over- 
lapping service areas of large VHF stations, causing blanketing of 
UHF stations. The most obvious and forthright remedy is to cut 
down these service areas. The coverage of VHF stations in many 
cases is 3 to 4 times as large as that of today’s UHF stations. 

The question of power and antenna height concerns in essence the 
relationship between the VHF and UHF portions of the spectrum, as 
well as the development of television in the smaller communities of the 
country. Certainly a system comprising only a few hundred VHF 
stations, each with the greatest possible coverage, would be most 
profitable from the point of view of the existing VHF stations. This 
would, however, indeed create a monopoly for the large city VHF’s 
and annihilate the prospects of a nationwide competitive service for 
1,300 communities, depriving scores of cities of their sole opportunity 
for local self-expression. 

By cutting back the power of these powerful VHF stations we would 
insure that most, if not all, UHF stations in UHF only cities 
would stay in business. For, as soon as this cutback in power is 
accomplished, the Commission should issue show-cause orders to 
the VHF licensees and permittees with a view to requiring them 
immediately to comply with the new power limitations. As to the 
applicants and prospective applicants in UHF only communities, they 
would be assured that these communities would remain that way. 
This, in turn, would encourage the building of more UHF stations as 
«i means of local expression, and contribute to the achievement of a 
nationwide competitive television service. 

My recommendation to cut the power of VHF stations finds prece 
dent in the history of broadcasting. In 1938 when it appeared that 
the Commission was about to inaugurate an era of super power in 
the AM broadcast field, the Senate, at the instance of Senator Wheeler, 
the then chairman of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, adopted a resolution which stated that it was the sense of 
the Senate that no AM station should be authorized by the FCC to 
operate with power in excess of 50 kilowatts. (S. Res. 2 294, 75th C ong., 
3d sess., 1938). This resolution—and it is only a aiaae tae been 
honored by the FCC to this very day. 

My third recommendation is to require VHF transmitters to be 
located in close proximity to the principal community to be served 
and the station’s service confined to the area which would not overlap 
the coverage of UHF stations in other communities. 

This is a corollary of the power problem. Under the present rules 
of the Commission (sec. 3.685) there is nothing that ties the trans- 
mitter to any specific location. The transmitter of a TV station may 
be located at any distance from the community to be served by it on 
the channel assigned thereto, so long as the station will provide a signal 
of the minimum prescribed strength over the whole of th at community. 
As a result, an applicant is free to select a transmitter site many miles 
distant from that city to which a channel is assigned in order to serve 
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a larger city and a more desirable market. Two consequences follow : 
(1) Some of the population around city A that legitimately expects 
service from the channel assigned to that city is depr ived of the service, 
and UHF operators in city B are pitted against another VHF compet- 
itor. ‘To prevent this, applicants should be required to locate their 
transmitters not more than 5 miles, for example, from the community 
they are expected to serve under the Commission’s allocations plan, 
except upon a very strong showing that a site more distant than 5 
miles is peculiarly suited to serve the community and will not result 
in serving another. 

I am aware that all three recommendations may be criticized on 
the ground that their adoption would result in a loss of VHF service 
to the areas involved. To this I would reply that the lost VHF service 
would soon be replaced by new UHF service which would not only 
compensate the areas concerned, but also bring closer to reality a 
nationwide competitive service. 

As my fourth recommendation, I urge the adoption of Senator 
Johnson’s bill to remove the excise tax from UHF-equipped receivers. 
This bill, if enacted into law, would give the manufacturers incentive 
to produce immediately all-channel receivers, UHF converters and 
tuners. It would offer the public an advantageous purchase. Some 
people may say that this is a bounty. Perhaps so; but it would not 
be the first time that the Congress has indulged in bounties to stimu- 
late a pioneering industry in the public domain. And I want to com- 
mend Senator Johnson of Colorado, because this is the last year of 
his service in the Senate. 1 think it only proper and fitting that he 
should have introduced such a fine bill, based on his many years of 
experience in the protection and furtherance of the public interest; 
and this is certainly that kind of bill. 

Senator Porrer. If I may comment at that point, I think the mem- 
bers of the committee and, in fact, all members of Congress, as well 
as Senator Johnson’s many friends throughout the Nation, regret that 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado has decided not to return to 
Washington. He is probably the leading authority in the Senate in 
this great field of communications, and the termination of his service 
here will be a great loss to the Nation. I, as one member of the com- 
mittee, highly endorse Senator Johnson’s efforts to have the excise tax 
removed from UHF facilities. 

Miss Hennock. As my fifth recommendation, I favor the general 
objectives of Senator Bricker’s bill, 8. 3456. For the life and death 
of a television station depends upon its ability to secure network affili- 
ation; to the extent that they cannot do so, they are unable to obtain 
popular programs and advertising revenues, and cannot exist. This 
measure holds promise of breaking the vicious cycle of not enough 
UHF receivers because there are no popular programs on UHF—no 
popular programs on UHF because there are not enough UHF re- 
ceivers. 

I realize that there are those who have recommended that the 
solution for UHF is to move all television into the ultrahigh band; 
others urge that only UHF stations should be permitted to use sub- 
scription television and color television. These are important meas- 
ures that merit full hearing and careful long-range planning. They 
must not be confused with what is needed now, and that is immediate 
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[ want to go back to a point made earlier, that the principal prob- 
lem of UHF is intermixture. I urge you to direct the Commission 
to make a study of the matter and report back within 6 to 9 months 
as to the steps that can and should be taken in order to abolish inter- 
mixture. Of course, there would be no point in such a study, unless 
the freeze I recommended is imposed, and imposed immediately. 

There will be those who will contend that a VHF freeze is too 
extreme; that dire consequences will result therefrom, especially to 
avid VHF license seekers in large metropolitan areas. heard 
some reference made this morning to the value of the freeze in that 
area. I think that a freeze imposed now on VHF when there are 
over 370 stations on the air in order to preserve 85 percent of the 
television spectrum, is far less extreme than the imposition of a 314- 
year freeze in 1948 when there were only 108 stations authorized, and 
114 million sets in the hands of the public. As a matter of fact, 
I do not think there were over 60 or 70 stations on the air in 1948. 
They did build up to 108, because they had already been authorized. 
I repeat: I think that a freeze imposed now on VHF when there are 
over 370 stations on the air, in order to preserve 85 percent of the 
television spectrum, is far less extreme than the imposition of a 314- 
year freeze in 1948 when there were only 108 stations authorized. 
This is so, especially since the proposed freeze will apply only to 
VHF, and anyone seeking to extend television service will be able 
to get a UHF grant and thus help establish a truly nationwide com- 
petitive service. 

Where so much spectrum space is involved for the most important 
medium of mass communications, certainly the proclamation of a 
freeze now and an announcement of a firm intent to act and employ 
every measure necessary would, in and of itself, produce a salutary 
effect. This is inherently within the jurisdiction of this committee 
and the regulatory Commission whose rulings so vitally affect the 
broadcasting industry. 

Mr.-Chairman and members of the committee, I realize that this 
problem is not easy at this time, but I feel confident that attacking 
it on all fronts and immediately will produce a complete and satis- 
factory solution. 

I thank you for your patience and courtesy. 

Senator Porrrr. Miss Hennock, you have made five recommenda- 
tions. Would you tell the committee whether any or all of the five 
recommendations were taken by the Commission ¢ 

Miss Hennock. Mr. Chairman, you mean recently ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Miss Hennock. Through the years, when the cease-and-desist order 
was first issued, in 1952, and the Commission increased the power 
and the height of the VHF, the matter was taken up by me, because 
I resented it very vigorously and opposed it. The problem was that 
if reception were blocked by these large VHF stations, it was im- 
possible to get the program; therefore, it was impossible to get the 
people to buy the sets; there would be no incentive for them to do so. 
That is reflected in our rules issued in April 1952. 

Senator Porrrr, Miss Hennock, I want to thank you for your com- 
prehensive statement, It gives us additional views with which to 
attack this problem. 

Are there any questions? Senator Schoeppel ? 
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Senator ScuorrreL, No, thank you. I am sorry I was late. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunr. What percentage of UHF stations are solvent at 
the present time and are on the air? 

Miss Hennocx. Senator Hunt, that is a very good question; I 
am glad you asked it. Ifa large percentage of them are still solvent, 
they will not remain so if they keep on granting VHF construction 
permits. I have already seen where the manufacturers are not going 
into the production of VHF converters, because the demand does not 
exist, and because they know that of the 311 plants that were given 
construction permits only 127 are on the air; and they also know that 
some of them are just holding on, breathing their last breath, you 
might say; and there will be more, in the next 6 months or a year. 
You will see a deterioration of the present situation; and, the more 
of the VHF’s that are opened up in other areas, and if there are 
any more of these blackouts, I do not know how many will be left—I 
would say, just a handful. I hate to paint such a dark picture, in 
contrast to the optimistic picture to which I pointed in my own 
statement. I was trying to show you that there was nothing in- 
herently wrong with UHF. Today, it is a fine service; it can serve 
television adequately; but, unfortunately, it has not been given a 
chance to flourish, and they have closed up—why? My answer to 
you is that I do not know. Iam very, very much afraid that not very 
many will be found. 

It is not possible to state the number and percent of UHF stations 
which are solvent at the present time, since the Commission does not 
have information on the current balance-sheet items of the UHF 
licensees. In order to answer this question it would be necessary to 
have current data concerning each UHF station on the amount of its 
available working capital and other current assets, as well as the 
amount of its current liabilities. 

In terms of profit and loss, however, the Commission’s survey of 
87 UHF stations during the first 3 months of 1954 revealed that 13 
were operating profitably during that period. Of the remaining 74 
UHF stations which reported a loss for this period, 10 were profitable 
in 1 or 2 months of the period; 11 were approaching a break-even 
point on a month-by-month basis; and 53 were operating with con- 
tinuing substantial losses in each month. Of these 53, 8 stations had 
ceased operating by May 1, 1954. 

Similar data for 88 postfreeze VHF stations showed that 33 reported 
a profit during the same period. Of the 55 reporting an overall loss 
for the period, 20 reported a profit in 1 or 2 months of the period; 12 
were approaching a break-even point on a month-by-month basis; 
and 23 were operating with continuing substantial losses in each 
month. Of these 23, 1 had ceased operating by May 1, 1954. 

Senator Hunr. I think it is tremendously interesting that so many 
would apply for UHF’s, with this situation later developing, of 
course. We are, so to speak, doing Monday morning thinking, now. 
It would really seem to me that the signs were pointing very clearly. 
I cannot understand how so many of them got into it. 

Miss Hennock. Well, they were not clear, Senator. When they 
got our allocations plan, they had a right to assume that a city with- 
out UHF in the plan would remain so, and that that would be an ultra- 
high area. But, suddenly, stations from the larger cities blew in 
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and covered that city. To take a specific example, Atlantic City had 
a right to assume that if UHF was confined to Atlantic City—and I 
am just taking it at random—it would be a UHF city. Immediately 
another station went on the air; which, as I remember, recently shut 
down. They immediately went on the air, serving Atlantic City 
with television. But in May the new Philadelphia station upped its 
power and blacked out Atlantic City. There were only so many con- 
verters. The public did not feel altruistic. When they could get 
three stations from Philadelphia, why did they want to undertake 
to have a local UHF? 

Senator Hunr. Who were the applicants for the UHF? Were 
they people of the radio and television industry, or were they 
amateurs ? 

Miss Hennocx. Approximately 2 out of 3 UHF authorizations 
were issued to persons or companies operating radio broadcast sta- 
tions. A great many of them were experienc ced, and are very fine, 
reputable, practical businessmen; and they had very fine operations. 
Asa matter of fact, I have seen some of their individual operations, and 
I daresay they could get a network, in terms of advertising dollars. 

Senator Hunrv. Is there any appreciable difference in the cost of 
the UHF and the VHF stations? 

Miss Hennock. I should say not, Senator, on a long-range basis. 
Based on data reported by post-freeze licensees, the average construc- 
tion cost of the 109 VHF stations was $376,000 compared to $300,000 
for the average cost of 100 UHF stations. It means very little, to 
them, that extra bit of money for higher power, with respect to making 
or breaking that station. They always knew they had to have higher 
power. They knew that they could be droped out. That is the thing 
that has forced an awful lot of the UHF’s out of business. We, of the 
Commission, settled those rules by the announcement of the April 
1952 decision. 

For instance, since you have in a city like Kansas City only 1 VHF 
on the air, you had just that 1 with which to compete; and so it would 
take several years, in a hearing, to permit the next VHF on the air. 
But suddenly, they had dropped out, and there were 2 new VHF’s. 
You could not compete against those, and then you were left without 
a network program. 

Senator Hunt. You say they first had 1 VHF, and then 2? 

Miss Hennock. Two of them, and one was a dropout. The other 
was another kind. 

Senator Hunt. Would you tell the committee just what you mean 
by saying one of them was a dropout? I think I know what you 
mean by a dropin, but I do not know what you mean by a dropout. 

Miss Hennocx. That is right. I shall make myself a little clearer. 
Assume more than one applicant filed for a channel and therefore a 
competitive hearing must be held. They had both filed for that chan- 
nel—chanel 6, let us say—in Kansas City. Then—or, take any chan- 
nel. Take St. Louis, or any one of the other large cities. One of the 
applicants got it. 

There is no typical dropping out. There are different types of 
dropping out. Assuming that one decided to drop out, and, in con- 
sideration of the amount of money he spent for such things as engineer- 
ing fees, he is induced to withdraw his application. He will have no 
plan to compete with the one remaining. Therefore, that remaining 
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applicant—there were two competitors—would apply, on a Tuesday 
afternoon, and get an immediate grant of a VHF construction permit 
on Wednesday morning. That did away with months and months of 
litigation and hearings between those two competitors. In other 
words, there was an impetus to get as many VHF’s as possible on the 
air, in a hurry; and to the extent that they got on, in a hurry, they 
did so at the expense of the development of the UHF stations, because 
they did not give those UHF stations an opportunity to develop a 
following, to get the sets converted, to get a viewing audience, and to 
establish a position sufficient to warrant advertising on a network, for 
that UHF station. 

Senator Hunt. I do not quite get what you have said to us, as yet. 
You have two plans for VHF stations. They are very valuable, pro- 
vided they are supported. Now, by a dropout, do I correctly under- 
stand you to mean that they act together for one company, and only 
get one company ¢ 

Miss Hennock. Right. Or, one of them drops out, leaving the 
other. There are different types of dropouts, as I indicated. ‘There 
may be a merger of the 2 applicants into 1 corporation, or it may be 
done by various other means. They can get together and occupy 
and use the 1 channel: or they may arrange it so that 1 applicant will 
drop out, and the other applicant remain. 

Senator Hunr. But as to that channel, it is still available to any- 
one who wants to make an application for it ? 

Miss Hennock. I know. 

Senator Hunt. Now, that is what I want you to explain. 

Miss Hennock. In order to prevent a new applicant from coming 
in as the remaining applicant—now, perhaps it would be better if 
I illustrated it, using Chairman Hyde as an example. Let us assume 
that Chairman Hyde and I were competing for a channel—we are 
not that practical; we are just poor public servants—that Chairman 
Hyde and I talked it over, and I cold convince the chairman—he could 
probably convince me—and he would assume whatever expense it took 
for me to file my application, with lawyers’ and engineers’ fees, and 
so forth—and I hope there are no other considerations attached, for 
I would have strong objections—but, anyway, he is a remaining appli- 
cant, and he convinces me I should drop out. I would withdraw my 
application, and the chairman then files new papers, on a Tuesday 
afternoon, and he does it about 5 o’clock, so that no other applicant 
can get in; and by Wednesday morning he gets a break. He would 
get around to the Commission. It would be taken up on our agenda 
Wednesday morning. 

Senator Hunt. What would happen to your channel if Mr. Hyde 
got one ¢ 

Miss Hennock. I am sure I am no longer concerned. 

Senator Hunt. But the channel is still available ? 

Miss Hennock. What channel are you talking about? There was 
only one channel. 

Senator Hunt. Well, was there only one? I thought there were 
two. 

Miss Hennock. No; only competing applicants for one channel. 

Senator Hunr. I thought you were each going after two. 

Miss Hennock. Now, what would happen to that DHF channel— 
that is what I was talking about—in this city that had spent $1 million 
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to get started and set upon the air? It shouldn’t happen to my worst 
enemy. He’sa dead duck. | Laughter. | 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrtne. No. 

Miss Hennock. It is very difficult for me to come up here and talk 
to you gentlemen and to Senator Bowring, because this is a very difli- 
cult proble m, but I cannot conceive that 85 percent of our spectrum 
space is going by the board in an important medium like television. 

If radio jumped by leaps and bounds in a few years to 2,600 AM 
stations, the possibilities of this medium on our entire Nation in a few 
short years is just limitless, and it is one of the most important and 
dynamic industries in the country. On this spectrum space depends 
that medium. If you limit it to this space and it is there, what you 
do here will determine its course for many years to come, perhaps 
in our lifetime. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Miss Hennock. 

The next group of witnesses are from the UHF Coordinating Com- 
mittee, represented by Senator Scott Lucas. The various witnesses 
are under your control, Senator, and you may present them at will. 

I would like to say, first, that we are pleased to have you here, 
with your great legislative record as a Member of the United States 
Senate; it is indeed an honor to have you present the case in behalf 
of the UHF Coordinating Committee. 


STATEMENT OF SCOTT LUCAS, COUNSEL, UHF COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. Lucas. Mr. Chairman, you are very kind in those remarks. 
Obviously, I am grateful. It seems to me I have seen you in this 
committee room before, however. 

Senator Porrer. This is a much more pleasant experience, how- 
ever, Senator. 

Mr. Lucas. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee; my 
name is Scott W. Lucas. I am a member of the law firm of Lucas 
& Thomas, with law offices in the city of Washington, D. C. Bene- 
dict P. Cottone, who will testify later in these hearings, is one of 
our associates. 

We appear before your committee on behalf of the UHF Indus- 
try Coordinating Committee, an organization composed of some 70 
UHF station owners scattered throughout the Nation. The names 
of these stations and owners will be submitted later for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I became a Member of Congress the year following 
the passage of the Communications Act of 1934, and served both in 
the House and Senate until January 1951. I have had occasion to 
study this measure from time to time, with the result that I have 
a general working knowledge of this extremely important piece of 
legislation as it affects the public interest. 

In addition to the foregoing, our firm has had some active experi- 
ence through litigation in this field. 

Mr. Chairman, the 70 station owners that we represent are men 
of excellent character, as has been testified to by the fact that their 
applications for television permits were granted by the Commission. 
They are leaders in the economic and social life of their respective 
communities. They have laid out and expended large sums of money 
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in good faith, thoroughly believing that they would be able to make 
a reasonable profit on their investme nts, as well as serving the public 
interest. Their venture into the communications field was based upon 
the Commission’s own principles of assignment of television channels. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the principles laid down by the Commission, 
and upon which their investments were made, have been altered and 
modified. The rules have been changed in the middle of the game, 
and our clients are caught in the squeeze. We candidly admit that 
we have an ax to grind. However, we come before your committee 
in a cooperative spirit. We desire to be helpful, and we feel that 
the witnesses, including experts, as well as certain individual station 
owners who have suffered irreparable loss, will give great aid and 
comfort to this committee in helping to find a solution to a most 
difficult problem. 

In conclusion, I say with the utmost sincerity that unless affirma- 
tive relief soon comes to this pase of the television industry, the 
great majority of UHF stations are doomed to die. I am confident 
this statement will be borne out by witnesses to follow, who will 
advise the committee of their financial plight and the reasons there- 
for. They recognize their danger. They know that survival is im- 
possible unless relief is granted. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I desire to thank you and members of 
the subcommittee as well as all members of the Interstate Commerce 
Committee who have been responsible for the calling of this hearing. 
It istimely. In fact, it is almost too late because of the fact that some 
of the stations are in peril as a result of the policy that the Federal 
Communications Commission has laid down, and we are grateful to 
you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you, Senator. I think we are cognizant 
of the fact that this committee has no pat answers. We are seeking 
information. It is a complex problem and we hope that the hearing 
will bring some light on this question so that solutions can be brought 
before it which will aid in saving the UFH band. 

Mr. Lucas. Precisely so, and I should conclude further by saving 
that members of this committee are all active individuals in the DHF 
field and have spent a good many hours, through the experts, engineer- 
ing and otherwise, in attempting to provide this committee facts upon 
which you can base definite and affirmative conclusions. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

Mr. Lucas. Mr. Thoms is our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD THOMS, PRESIDENT, STATION WISE AND 
WISE-TV, ASHEVILLE, N. C. 


Mr. Toms. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am president of WISE and WISE-TYV, Asheville, N. C.; secretary and 
supervisor of WAYS and WAYS-TYV, Charlotte, N. C.; a minor stock- 
holder of WIT'SK-TYV, Knoxville, Tenn.; and secretary of WCOG, 
which holds a construction permit for a television station in Greens- 
boro, N.C. All of my television interests are in the UHF' band. 

I have been asked to serve as chairman of the UHF Industry Coor- 
dinating Committee, which consists of a group of UHF stations operat- 


ing in every part of the country. Our present membership is 70 
stations. 
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The UHF Industry Coordinating Committee was organized shortly 
after it was announced that this subcommittee had been formed to 
hold hearings on the UHF problems. I wish to state that every broad- 
caster who has become a member of this group saw in the announce- 
ment of these hearings a bright ray of sunshine on UHF breaking 
through theretofore black and ominous clouds. It was an event 
which galvanized the UHF broadcasting industry into what I fairly 
believe is a solid and unified front to present their problems to this 
subcommittee, as well as the results of many, many weeks of hard work 
by these broadcasters to put together their best thinking as to the 
solution to those problems. 

I wish to conclude now by expressing the deep sense of gratitude 
of UHF broadcasters throughout the country to the Congress and to 
the Senate committee of which this subcommittee is a part, for giving 
us this opportunity to lay our problems before you. We hope, and 
will most certainly make every effort, to give you every possible meas- 
ure of assistance, which I know that a proper decision as to these 
problems will require. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have a UHF station on the air now ? 

Mr. THoms. Yes, sir; both in Asheville and in Charlotte. 

Senator Porrer. You have two stations? 

Mr. Tuoms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. How long have they been on the air? 

Mr. Toms. Ever since 1953. Asheville has been on the air since 
August 2, 1953. 

Senator Porrer. And do you have to compete with VHF ? 

Mr. TuHoms. Outside coverage only, no coverage from within. 
There is a VHF assigned and it will probably have inside coverage 
about September. 

Senator Porrrr. Have you experienced any difficulty in having the 
sets, in the public purchasing sets that will receive the UHF signal ? 

Mr. Toms. In Asheville, I was particularly fortunate in that I 
secured the network contracts from NBC, CBS, ABC, and Du Mont, 
and with the strong programing that we were able to secure, we have 
had a reasonable amount of success with the station and to this date 
it has not suffered too badly from UHF. 

We did have a conversion problem. We still have it and are work- 
ing with it every day. We have used all the ingenuity and experi- 
ence and backlog of our 13 years of experience in AM, mine particu- 
larly, to apply to television in Asheville, and I think we can safely 
say that it has only been because we have not had any VHF coverage 
from within that we have, to this date, not lost very much money. 

Senator Porrrr. Did I understand you to say that you are affiliated 
with all four networks ? 

Mr. Tuoms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. So you have good programing? 

Mr. Tuoms. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Have you had any problem with your transmission 
power, the equipment, securing the equipment necessary to transmit 
your signal ? 

Mr. Tuoms. I think I can safely say, and it will probably be checked 
up by other testimony, that we have had fairly successful luck with 
what might be termed experimental equipment. 

Senator Porrer. What power transmission do you have? 
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Mr. Toms. One thousand watts and a 27-gain antenna with an 
effective radiated power of 24,000 watts. 

Senator Porrer. How far out can you reach ? 

Mr. Tuoms. Well, I would hate for Madison Avenue to find this out. 

Senator Porrrr, Is it grade A or grade B service areas ! 

Mr. Toms. I can say that it has lacked considerably in reaching 
the projected coverage or circulation that we had anticipated. 

Senator Porrer. That sounds like many of the answers we got here 
last week. 

Have you any questions, Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scuorrren. I take it that “the men who will follow you will 
indicate as they see it what the problems are under the present rules 
established by the Federal Communications Commission and which 
are causing you people, as you see it, this difliculty. 

Mr. Tuoms. That is right, sir. 

Senator Scnorrret, That is all. 

Senator Porrrr. Do you have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrrne. No questions. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you again, Mr. Thoms. 

Will you have your next witness come up, Senator Lucas? 

Mr. Lucas. The next witness is Mr. Fred Weber. 


STATEMENT OF FRED WEBER, STATION WPFG, ATLANTIC CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Weper. Station WPFG operates AM today. It operated sta- 
tion WPFG-TV for 18 months until Monday of this week. I have 
been in broadcasting 27 years, connected with the networks as general 
manager of Mutu: l, had the privilege and opportunity to participate 
in Commission and Senate and House proceedings in connection with 
the network rules. I was connected with a UHF and radio station 
in New Orleans, La., prior to residence in Atlantic City. 

Senator Porrer. You operated a UHF station for 18 months? 

Mr. Weser. Yes, sir; reluctantly and regretfully discontinued from 
the air because of lack of ability to continue its operation with pride 
because of the economic situation that arose and we had built the 
station for the purpose of servicing the area. 

I will present at a later date individual testimony with respect to 
that operation. At this time the committee has requested me to 
present the general picture regarding the UHF matter. 

The UHF broadcasters throughout the country who have organ- 
ized themselves into the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee 
deeply appreciate the privilege and opportunity afforded by these 
hearings to give to the Congress the facts about the past, present, 
and future of television in our countr y. This subcommittee has been 
constituted for the express purpose of considering the problems of 
UHF. It is our committee’s objective to present to this subcommit- 
tee all the facts and experiences of UHF television broadcasters 
throughout the country which may place those problems into the 
proper perspective for consideration by the Congress, and to present 
as well our studied views as to the solution to those problems. 

I may say at the outset of my testimony that you will hear many 
times an expression which you will probably come to regard as hack- 
neyed before these hearings are concluded. I am not going to offer 
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any apology for my repetitive use of that phrase. I refer, of course, 
to the phrase “nationwide competitive system.’ 

I will also say at the outset that you will not be kept in suspense 
as to what we believe is the solution to the problems of UHF. We 
believe that the basic disparity and inequality now inherent in the 
present television system of broadcasting must be eliminated by a 
reassignment of television channels through administrative proceed- 
ings, h: aving the goal of doing away with the intermixture of UHF 
and VHF service in the same areas. We expect to show you from the 
facts of bitter experience that however laudable was the intention and 
expectation that VHF and UHF stations could live, side by side, with 
the hope of healthy competition between the two, that that expecta- 
tion has proved to be misguided and unrealistic at the present. 

The UHF Industry Coordinating Committee fully understands the 
serious nature of this proposal. It will no doubt be characterized as 
drastic. If it is, we believe it is more than justified by the more drastic 
consequences and injury to public interest which are fairly to be ex- 
pected by the continuation of the two-class system of television which 
now exists under the present television allocation plan. 

The alternative to the remedy we propose is dangerous monopoly of 
the most potent medium of mass communications and the most power- 
ful force for the molding of public opinion which has ever been de- 
veloped up to date. We have become accustomed to hear that atomic 
enegy, with its tremendous potentialities for evil, has greater poten- 
tialities for good. Let me paraphrase this, to suggest that television, 
with its tremendous and already-realized potentialities for good, also 
can have serious potentialities for evil. We honestly believe that the 
borderline between the good and evil potentialities of television is the 
point at which it has ceased to be a tr uly nationwide competitive sys- 
tem and begins to be a monopolistic or concentrated system. If the 
latter possibility is not fantasy, and we believe it will be very real un- 
less present trends are checked, no remedy which offers reasonable 
promise of avoiding that result should be considered drastic. 

But the remedy we propose is not seriously drastic. We have had 
reevaluations and changes in existing patterns of radio broadcasting 
before without undue injury to the public and private interests. It 
is fairly to be expected that the application of the best brains of Gov- 
ernment and industry to the task of working out an allocation system 
which no longer perpetuates the basic disparities and inequalities now 
existent in the utilization of the two spectrum systems should be able 
to produce at an early date, a result which would avoid any serious 
dislocations of public and private interests. 

We have carefully considered other solutions. But we have found 
after careful study that such solutions merely fringe the periphery 
of the basic problem and do not go to its core. We believe that these 
solutions merely attack the result of the problem, not its cause. 

We do not wish to be understood as disfavoring any of the many 
proposals, of which you will hear a great deal, such as measures re- 
quiring greater availability to UHF stations of network and other 
high-quality programs, giving financial assistance possibly to UHF 
broadcasters, correcting current UHF receiver and transmitter prob- 
lems, or of making attainment of maximum powers by UHF stations 
more possible in order to achieve an equality with VHF, excise-tax 
measures, and many other measures. You will also hear proposals for 





ces 


Se ee 


et Pam totes Oe ee 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 2()] 


subseription television. Also, color television will be brought in as 
the possible cure, with the suggestion that it is to be expected that 
color receivers will not perpetuate the class distinction that now exists 
between UHF and VHF. However, we believe that these proposals 
are only palliative, and may provide temporary relief. But they just 
do not go to the cause of the problem. 

You may also hear that there is nothing wrong with the present sys- 
tem; that the whole problem lies in the failure of the UHF industry 
to attract the necessary brains, management, skills, ingenuity, and the 
other wherewithal that are required for successful operation of suc- 
cessful broadcasters. To these qualities of successful broadcasters 
will be added the quality of patience and a mental attiude and per- 
serverance to sustain the necessary losses during the so-called develop- 
ment period of UHF. It has been suggested in certain quarters that 
UHF operators are guilty of faulty business judgment in going into 
the markets for which the allocation of UHF channel were made. We 
believe we can show that this kind of thinking is neither logically jus- 
tified nor fair, and that the problem we have today is not to be 
attributed to lack of ingenuity, incentive, management skill, or will- 
ingness to bear losses, sound business judgment, or any of the like 
suggestions. 

We wish to have it plainly understood that we are not here to throw 
stones, to cast blame, or to criticize. We are in complete accord with, 
and commend the sincere purpose and objective which the Commission 
has had over the years in creating a nationwide competitive television 
system. We are hopeful that the Commission and we believe that the 
Commission is still anxious to do everything possible to achieve that 
result. Historically, its efforts in that direction have been notable, and 
wo believe that this history is worthy of some discussion. 

The groundwork of television broadcasting service in this country 
was laid in the extensive allocation proceedings which the Commission 
conducted in the year 1945. A whole reallocation of the entire radio 
spectrum was then undertaken by the Commission. The demands of 
the many conflicting claimants to ‘frequenc) y space were many and most 
difficult to equate. Television broadcasting was given at that time a 
share of the spectrum which everyone recognized ¢ could not re asonably 
be expected to give long-range television service on a nationwide com- 
petitive basis. 

In the 1945 allocation proceedings, 13 channels, each of 6-megacycle 
band width, were assigned to television broadcasting. These were con- 
tained in that part of the radio spectrum which is known as the very 
high frequency, or VHF, portion. In its report at the end of these 
proceedings, the Commission expressly found that the number of 
channels so provided for television was admittedly inadequate for a 
truly nationwide competitive system. Looking to the long-range 
requirements for television broadcasting, the Commission stated that 
the ultra high frequency, or UHF, portion of the radio spectrum must 
be relied upon to meet these other requirements. It allocated for 
experimentation by television broadcasters in the UHF band a block 
of frequencies between 480 and 920 megacycles. 

Shortly thereafter, the Commission adopted rules and standards for 
utilization of the 13 VHF channels then allocated for commercial tele- 
vision. A table of assignments was adopted which made geographical 
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assignment of these channels to various communities throughout the 
United States. 

Some of the 18 VHF channels so allocated by the Commission were 
shared by other radio services. Asa result of technical problems found 
to have resulted through this sharing, the Commission in 1948, after 
conducting formal proceedings, eliminated the sharing of television 
channels with other services. In its report in that proceeding, the 
Commission adverted to the previous recognition of the insufficiency 
of the VHF channels assigned for nationwide competitive service and 
reiterated that 
there is insufficient spectrum space below 300 megacycles (namely the UHF 
band) to make possible a truly nationwide and competitive television system, 
and such a system must find its lodging higher in the spectrum where more space 
exists. 

By the end of 1948, it became apparent that the demands for tele- 
vision facilities throughout the country could not be provided on the 
basis of the existing assignment table. In May of that year, in an 
effort to meet this problem, the Commission instituted the proceedings 
which somewhat later resulted in the so-called freeze. The freeze 
order was adopted in order to prevent the complication of the task of 
making the reassignment of channels which then appeared would be- 
come necessary. Following comprehensive engineering studies under 
taken by the Commission’s staff in conjunction with technical experts 
of other Government agencies and of the industry, the Commission, 
on July 11, 1949, proposed an assignment plan which included not 
only the utilization of the 12 VHF channels, but proposed to make 
available for commercial use 42 channels in the UHF band. 

While the technical problems underlying the table of assignments 
were under study through informal procedures, the Commission be- 
gan proccedings in September 1949 on the question of approval of 
color television standards. The color television proceedings were 
not concluded until October 11, 1950, at which time a report adopting 
a set of color television standards was approved. A formal] hearing 
on the engineering principles and technical issues underlying the table 
of assignments was then conducted, and a new assignment plan was 
proposed. Under this plan, the number of UHF channels assigned 
to television broadcasting was increased to 70, and these channels 
were distributed to communities throughout the country, intermixed 
in the larger communities with VHF channels. After comments and 
testimony in written form had been received from hundreds of 
parties, the Commission’s so-called sixth report and order, lifting the 
freeze and approving standards and a revised table of assignments, 
was adopted in April 1952. 

The intermixture of UHF and VHF channels in the same markets 
was one of the most critical and difficult problems considered in these 
porceedings. One position expressed at that time was that in view 
of the current state of development of UHF, and the high rate of 
saturation of television sets equipped for VHF reception only, that 
the UHF stations in the intermixed markets and service areas would 
have great difficulty in competing sucessfully with the VHF stations. 
It was argued that suitable receiver equipment could not become avail- 
able for some time. But the Commission concluded, upon the basis 
of expert engineering evidence advanced in the proceedings, that 
these problems were only temporary in nature since “it is reasonable 
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to assume that * * * television receivers will be built to receive 
VHF and UHF signals”. That is from paragraph 189 in the report. 
It was the Commission’s opinion that intermixture of UDHF and VHF 
stations in the same market was necessary in order to provide enough 
stations in such markets for adequate competition. 

The table of assignments adopted was based upon a premise that 
channels were assigned to specific communities and for the purpose 
of serving the needs of those communities. However, it was felt that 
the needs of outlying areas beyond those communities should be met 
through providing substantially wider separations between VHF 
stations than formerly existed. Also, in order to achieve such wide- 
area coverage beyond the particular community to which the channel 
was assigned, heights and powers considerably in excess of those pre- 
viously permitted were provided for and encouraged. 

Senator Porrer. I am sorry to have to interrupt you at this point, 
Mr. Weber, but it sounds like a vote in the Senate and the committee 
will have to recess. We will recess at this time for 15 or 20 minutes. 

(Whereupon, at 3:13 p. m., the subcommittee recessed for 13 
minutes. ) 

Senator Scnuorrret. The committee will come to order, please. 
Senator Potter will be detained for a little while at another important 
committeee conference and has suggested that we proceed with the 
hearing. 

You may proceed, Mr. Weber. 

Mr. Weser. Because of the technical characteristics of UHF sta- 
tions, narrower separations were required to be set wp for such sta- 
tions. In addition, because of the technical characteristics of UHF, 
the Commission sought to provide equality of coverage with VHF by 
providing for maximum powers for UHF of 1 million watts. Only 
one-tenth of that amount of power was found to be necessary, and 
was prescribed as a maximum, for stations operating on 5 of the 
VHF channels, and one-third of that power was found to be neces- 
sary, and prescribed as a maximum, for the remaining 7 VHF chan- 
nels. As in the case of receiver equipment, the unavailability of 
transmitter facilities, as yet undeveloped, which would achieve the 
million-watt power and the equality of coverage with VHF stations 
expected to be provided with such facilities, was stated to be a tem- 
porary problem. Upon the basis of the evidence it had heard, the 
Commission voiced confidence in the early availability of such equip- 
ment for UHF stations. It stated that the evidence showed that 
it will be possible to operate stations in the UHF band with 400 kilowatts 
radiated power by the time that authorizations are issued for such stations. 
Further, there is no reason to believe that American science will not produce 
the equipment necessary for the fullest development of UHF. 

That is from paragraph 199. 

The table of assignments constructed upon the foregoing premises 
was intended to provide a distribution of VHF and UHF channels 
to specific communities throughout the United States so as to accom- 
plish, first, the purpose of complete coverage of all the areas of the 
country with television service, and, second, a sufficient number of 
stations for each community to provide the amount of competition 
among such stations believed to be necessary. 

As will be noted from the foregoing recital, the 1952 allocation 
order of the Commission had the laudable purpose of providing addi- 
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tional stations throughout the United States in order to provide the 
public with the maximum nationwide competitive television service. 
However, we have now gone through 2 years of experience with the 
method provided to achieve this purpose and no other conclusion is 
now possible, in the light of this experience, than that this method 
cannot reasonably be expected to achieve the intended purpose. For 
we have now found that there is such a fundamental disparity and 
divergence between VHF and UHF, whenever they are subjected to 
practical direct comparison and when viewed in the light of the 
unnatural handicaps against which UHF has been forced to struggle, 
that equality cannot reasonably be hoped for under present and fore- 
seeable conditions. 

We do not believe that under the present allocation plan, the funda- 
mental aim can reasonably be expected to be realized even as an ulti- 
mate goal for the future. ‘Today’s trend points forcefully to increased 
concentration of the most desirable and popular television programs 
on favored VHF facilities, and an ever-decreasing program distribu- 
tion to UHF stations in all substantially intermixed areas. This we 
believe is a consequence of the monopoly accruing to VHF assign- 
ments possessing unnatural facility advantages. 

You will hear the experiences of UHF broadcasters showing that 
the present allocation system has not provided, nor can it reasonably 
be expected to provide, to the public the hoped-for diversification of 
informational and entertainment service that a rounded service must 
provide, It does not achieve for UHF stations generally a practical 
capacity for equality of competitive opportunity to achieve this result. 
These experiences will illustrate why 13 stations have signed off ; why 
61 stations have returned construction permits; why few, if any, new 
permittees have undertaken recent construction; and why many of 
the 130 present operators have good reason to fear the fate of others 
where they are beginning to feel the pinch of increased direct com- 
parison with VHF stations. In this atmosphere, UHF operators who 
have genuine pride in rendering public service on a competitive basis 
find their efforts along this line threatened by the situation facing 
them today. 

All broadcasters are keenly aware of the commendable motives 
which fostered the commencement of early television operations. 
They appreciate, too, the forthright action 5 years ago which halted 
additional licensing in order to prevent limitation of the number and 
type of television services, and to prevent the concentration of pro- 
grams. The FCC objective was to attain for the public the widest 
coverage, and the greatest amount of competitive services in a cli- 
mate of free enterprise. As in any far-reaching scientific develop- 
ment, however, the 1952 allocations had to be based on the results of 
quite limited experience under the laboratory ideal conditions pre- 
vailing in the Bridgeport experimentation program which preceded 
these allocations. We now know that this one major experimental 
application of UHF did not provide the facts that practical, wide- 
spread public and commercial experience in over 100 markets during 
nearly 2 years can now produce and show. Today, wherever UHF is 
subjected to direct comparison with VHF transmission and reception 
performance, the public and the advertiser reaction, we have a repre- 
sentative demonstration of why UHF suffers competitive inequality 
in its ability to serve the public, And the disparity has been simul- 
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taneously compounded by the substantial increases of authorized 
power and antenna heights to VHF stations which create vastly en- 
larged service areas which encroach upon areas served or expected 
to be served by the UHF stations. 

At this point, I would like to make it clear to this subcommittee 
that UHF broadcasters are not, for the most part, inexperienced. 
Many have been in the radio business for many years, as long as 25 
years in some instances. They were successful in that. They, along 
with many others with equal incentive and willingness to venture 
into public service, realized the potentialities of television and wanted 
to get into television. While the television presented the great poten- 
tial, it was also very plain that UHF was the only way many could 
get into television. UHF at that time was prese nted as a vital new 
force. Responsible sources presented UHF as comparable with VHF 
and in many respects even superior to VHF, These persons accepted 
as fact the word of responsible spokesmen upon whose popemenes 
and knowledge reliance could reasonably be placed. ‘These broadcast- 
ers may indeed be regarded as pioneers. ‘They brought into this new 
field their enthusiasm, their determination, their management abili- 
ties, their venture capital and all of the other attributes, which, are 
to the expec ted Cc apabilities ot U HF, gave reasonab le assurance of : 
fair fighting chance of success. Criticism can hardly be directed to 
those who were willing to take the developmental risks that were in- 
volved. Rather, criticism might more appropriately be addressed 
to an unwillingness to venture into this field. 

The licensing and rulemaking authority properly reserved to the 
Commission furnishes, in our opinion, the correct approach to the 
consideration of the current problem. This approach alone can rea- 
sonably assure equitable and nationwide maximum competitive serv- 
ice to the public, and fully bring about equal opportunity to all tele- 
casters to serve the public. And it is only through this approach 
that fundamental disparities of facilities creating unnatural barriers 
can be removed. 

If we reflect for a moment, it will readily be seen that the direct 
approach we suggest, by striking at the roots of the problem, not only 
gives the greatest promise for curing the ailment, but will avoid clamor 
for undesirable and unsatisfactory remedies if present trends are 
allowed to continue. If monopoly and concentration of television 
facilities results in this country, the beneficiaries will certainly not be 
the public. Those who will privately profit may find their gains short 
lived. For monopoly breeds public distrust and public distrust breeds 
direct regulatory action. And the degree of direct regulatory con 
trols public ly demanded will undoubtedly be commensurate with the 
extent of the evil. We have seen evidence of this in the demands now 
current for direct regulation of network operations and for similar 
measures Of a like nature. 

I think we would all agree that broadcasting should be allowed to 
develop under a pattern in which competitive forces are allowed full 
play. But because of the spectrum limitations of this great medium, 
Government must fix the basic outlines or ground rules of that pat- 
tern. There can be no true play of competitive forces if the ground 
rules impose unnatural obstacles to some who enter the field, and 
unnatural advantages to others obtainable through no initiative or 
enterprise on their own part, It was for these purposes that Congress 
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wisely provided for a minimum amount of regulation of the field of 
broadcasting. Broadcasting channels were expected to be allocated in 
a fair, efficient, and equitable manner, and licensed to qualified appli- 
cants who would then survive or succumb, in competition with each 
other, according to the attractiveness of their service to the public. 
It is only by making equal facilities available, that additional regu- 
latory controls become unnecessary since under a pattern providing 
equi al competitive opportunity, the failure of any broadcaster to sur- 
vive cannot be placed at anyone’s doorstep but his own. 

At a later time, this subcommittee will hear testimony from many 
UHF broadcasters who will recite their experiences. I believe it 
would be helpful if I were to summarize, at this point, the general 
nature of the many difficulties which they have encountered. 


EFFECT OF THE UHF AND VHF LABELS 


One of the major handicaps under which UHF has been forced to 
operate is that classification of its service by a particular name setting 
it apart from the VHF service which has a long background of public 
acceptance. We live in a trade-mark-conscious America, and labels 
have great psychological power. The separate nature of UHF serv- 
ice, emphasized by its name, is exploited in trade circles by those who 
either seek to gain in a competitive way, by critical comment, or unwit- 
tingly by those who disparage it because they are influenced by such 
comment. 


THE TRANSMITTER PROBLEM 


The nonavailability of adequate transmitter equipment is a serious 
difficulty of UHF. The evidence upon which findings were made by 
the Commission as to the early availability of suitable UHF trans- 
mitter equipment was given by technical experts approximately 3 
years ago. The plain fact is that today VHF equipment with maxi- 
mum power is readily obtainable but there is yet to be manufactured 
a transmitter capable of an output of greater than one-fourth the 
maximum expected power for UHF. So far as we know, there is not 
even in present prospect a possibility that UHF transmitters capable 
of 1,000 kilowatts ERP will be available in the foreseeable future. 
The unavailability of adequate transmitters is a handicap additional 
to the greater proportionate cost which 1-million-watt transmitters 
would involve as compared with VHF transmitters capable of pro- 
viding comparable coverage. 

Further, it cannot be accepted as a certainty, even if UHF trans- 
mitters with the specified power become available, that comparable 
coverage would be attainable in relation to VHF transmitters of far 
less power. As to the low-power transmitters which have been avail- 
able to UHF broadcasters, technical transmission problems of per- 
formance have been encountered which have complicated their diffi- 
culties. 


THE RECEIVER PROBLEM 


It is now clear the Commission’s expectation that receivers for 
adequate reception of UHF stations would be available and in circula- 
tion within a period of time which would enable UHF stations to 
procure the necessary audience for effective competition with VHF 
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stations was overoptimistic. The same may be said about the “abun- 
dant evidence as to the feasibility of adapting existing receivers or 
building new ones which will be capable of receiving signals on all 
television channels,” upon which the Commission relied. Experience 
has shown that these predictions were unrealistic, gentlemen. 

You will hear from others of the technical nature of the difficulties 
which have been encountered with respect to UHF receivers, con- 
verters, antennas, and installations. One of the problems requiring 
serious attention is that where all channel receivers are available, their 
extra cost over VHF-only receivers is a deterrent to their sale. 


FCONOMIG CONSEQUENCES OF TILE TWO-SPECTRUM ALLOCATION SYSTEM 


Stations can survive or succumb in accordance with their ability to 
obtain the necessary revenues for operation, This, in turn, depends 
upon the availability of programing of a sufficiently attractive nature 
to stimulate public acceptance of the station. A vicious cycle is created 
by the unavailability of adequate receiver and transmitting equipment 
because the inability of UHF stations to obtain the necessary coverage 
blocks UHF stations from obtaining sponsored high-quality pro 
graming. 

The lifeblood of any television station under today’s conditions is the 
availability of adequate network programs. Networks are interested 
in the lowest cost per 1,000 sets, and consequently they invariably 
favor competitive VHF stations. Experience has shown that even 
though a UHF station with a network affiliation has been established 
in a community for some time, whenever a new VHF station comes 
into that market it is able to obtain the network affiliation. Many 
UHF stations which have network affilations do not even have the 
first call on all the programs of their network and they find the better 
programs taken away from them to be broadcast over a VHF station. 
This frequently happens in cases where the VHF station is not even 
located in the same market as the UHF station, but is in a separate 
city. 

The situation has been complicated in many instances by the fact 
that VHF stations have been permitted to locate their high-power 
transmitters at a point far removed from the community to which the 
channel has been allocated. Such moves have generally been prompted 
by the desire to obtain desirable network affiliations which would not 
be obtainable in the market to which the channel was assigned, and 
have resulted in serious detriment to UHF stations located in the 
different market to which the move is made. The network problem 
has further been complicated by the fact that in a given market, exist- 
ing VHF stations are given the opportunity to carry all of the choice 
programs of all networks even though such programs cannot be carried 
at the time originally broadcast. This results in unavailability of any 
of such programs to any of the UHF stations in the same market 
which might have carried them live at the time of the broadcast if 
selected by the advertiser. 

In addition, there are situations where VHF stations obtain ex- 
clusive long-term arrangements from suppliers of film programs, 
which preclude VHF stations in another community from obtaining 
such films. These problems, of course, stem from the basic problems 
which give rise to an inability to obtain circulation of UHF stations 
comparable to that of the VHF stations. 
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The inadequacy of UHF coverage, cost of conversion, and the other 
problems pointed out above are frequently exploited to the further 
detriment of UHF stations by competitive VHF operators and others 
who stand to gain by such tactics. Thus, the competitive efforts of 
those interested in VHF are frequently directed to playing up such 
inadequacies and the extra investments required by the public to en- 
able them to receive the UFH stations in the area. In some instances, 
VHF stations entering a market in which a UHF station has been 
established have engaged in a heavy promotional campaign to dis- 
courage conve rsions. 

The difficulties of UHF operators are compounded by the burdens 
of paying the great cost of equipment. While equipment may be pur- 
chased on a de ferred credit basis from the manufacturer, the credit 
terms extend over a relatively short period which is not realistically 
geared to the period of time which UHF operators necessarily require 
to become established and to overcome their existing handicaps. These 
handicaps, of course, make more difficult the availability of adequate 
credit terms from normal banking sources, because of the risks 
involved. 

It was possible for the Commission to make grants of large numbers 
of UHF authorizations because of the absence of conflicting demands 
for such channels as compared to the demands for VHF channels. In 
the major markets of the country, the number of applicants for the 
scarce VHF channels portended proc eedings of extensive duration 
which it was assumed would give UHF operators a fair chance to 
become established and minimize the existing competitive handi- 
cap before additional VHF competition in those markets could be 
authorized. 

Commission procedures which are designed to eliminate conflicts 
through the encouragement of merger of applications and so-called 
overnight grants have intensely aggravated the difficulties of UHF 
stations in many markets, particularly in intermixed markets. These 
merger efforts have been proceeding at a rapid pace in many of the 
cities in which competitive proceedings remain. 

The high cost of telephone interconnections and the charges for ex- 
pediting of network interconnection have also had a serious effect. 
(Juite naturally, networks cannot support the connection costs except 
where they know commercial program traffic will yield a return for 
underwriting the connection cost. Thus, wherever stations are not 
demanded by agencies and advertisers because these people believe the 
market is fringe covered or because of market size or the station is 
“less desirable because it is DHF,” the telephone cable cost prevents 
station development. 

In radio, stations often had to be willing to carry network programs 
without payment for time or charges to the advertisers to build audi- 
ence and commercial acceptance. This was called a bonus network 
affiliation. They cannot do so generally in television because without 
revenue the cost of telephone connection becomes prohibitive and un- 
competitive with their VHF rivals who do not have to underwrite 
cash payment for telephone connections. An example cost is the 
$3,200 monthly for television compared with $250 in radio for less 
than 60 miles from Philadelphia to Atlantic City. And in addition, 
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this prohibition to development of new stations is compounded in 
many instances by postfreeze telephone expediting charges for prompt 
interconnections varying from $7,500 to $20,000 initially and the pro- 
posed higher fees for color transmission that the established and 
favored VHF stations will not have to finance individus ally. 

Preliminary inquiries made by the UHF Industry Coordinating 
Committee reveal the serious plight of UHF stations in many of the 
intermixed areas. It is not an understatement that, unless adequate 
measures are promptly instituted, the extinction of many UHF sta- 
tions is threatened, and the entire problem of survival of UHF stations 
in intermixed areas and maintenance of any adequate competitive tele 
vision service in these markets will have been rendered academic. 

The conclusions of the UHF broadcasters who have constituted 
themselves as the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee may be 
stated as follows: 

First, the paramount consideration of public interest which should 
be recognized by the Senate subcommittee and the Commission is that 
the American public has a vital stake in the preservation of existing 
television stations as a competitive force in the industry. 

This consideration is based upon the basic governmental deter 
mination which is implicit and explicit in the nationwide television 
allocation report and plan that the existing VHF channels are inade- 
quate to assure the attainment of a truly ni ationwide ¢ ompetitive tele- 

vision service. Pertinent to this general pub lic interest. factor are 
the great financial and economic stakes of UHF broadcasters, UHF 
station personnel, and television dealers, distributors, service men and 
manufacturers. 

Second, bitter experience has now proved that intermixture of UHF 
and VHF channels in the same market was based upon a misguided, 
though sincere, faith in the ability of UHF stations to achieve com 
petitive equality of opportunity with VHF stations in the same service 
areas, 

Therefore, administrative proceedings should immediately be insti- 
tuted to explore methods of reallocation or reassignment of channels 
in such a manner that such equality of competitive opportunity is more 
readily available. Such plan should, of course, seek to safeguard 
against serious dislocation of public and industry investments in tele- 

vision. 

Third, so that the problem of survival of a competitive television 
system will not have been rendered ac: gre by the extinction of all 
UHF broadcasters in intermixed areas, and in order to avoid com- 
plicating a solution to the ntectnlatbate ‘prob lem, pending completion 
of such proceedings, there should be an immediate suspension of any 
further grants of applications for new television permits and for 
changes in existing television authorizations affecting coverage. 

Senator Scuorrrer. Thank you, Mr. Weber. Do you have any 
question, Senator Bowring ? 

Senator Bowr1na. No questions. 

Senator Scuorrren. I understand the next gentleman who desires 
to be heard is Mr. Ben K. McKinnon, of Greenville, S.C. 

You may proceed, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF BEN K. McKINNON, GENERAL MANAGER, WGVL-TV, 
GREENVILLE, §. C. 


Mr. McKinnon. My name is Ben K. McKinnion, of Greenville, 
S.C. Iam general manager and a minority owner of television sta- 
tion WGVL, which operates on channel 23 at Greenville, S.C. Iam 
a member of the board of directors of the Ultra High Frequency Tele- 
vision Association and a charter member of the UHF Coordinating 
Committee. 

[ consider it a distinct honor to have the opportunity of appearing 
before this committee for the purpose of expressing my personal views 
concerning one of the problems facing UHF stations. The problem 
I wish to discuss concerns the manner in which the Commission has 
carried out the principles as expressed in its Nationwide Television 
Allocation Plan, the Sixth Report and Order. 

The Commission adopted two basic principles in the nationwide 
television plan which they offered : 

(1) There should be an intermixture of UHF and VHF with 
many communities having both UHF and VHF television sta- 
tions. 

(2) Television allocations would be made to more than a thou- 
sand individual communities all over the country. 

The Commission expressly rejected plans for the establishment of 
a few regional stations and large metropolitan area stations. Instead, 
they wisely decided that the opportunities of viewing television 
should be given to citizens in every community and that many allo- 
cations to many communities, large and small, would provide better 
public service, better meet local needs and enable television to serve 
particular needs and objectives of particular communities. 

It is in my opinion that despite the worthy principles it adopted 
in that report, the Commission has not followed through, in actual 
practice, with its basic proposition that grants will be made to indi- 
vidual communities and that there will be no regional stations—wit- 
ness the many grants of higher power and antenna height to the old 
established VHF stations directly in the midst of the great struggle 
to create pioneer UHF television—and it is further my opinion that 
this failure of the Commission has caused serious hardship to both 
UHF and VHF stations, but the serious hardship has fallen pri- 
marily to the new UHF stations; to the operators and owners trying 
to carry out the television plan declared to be the best to serve this 
great Nation by the Federal Communications Commission. 

There are many examples of situations where the Commission has 
failed to follow through with this basic principle; since I think our 
situation in Greenville, S. C., is a typical one and proves a point 
which should be in the records of this important committee, I will 

confine my comments to the individual case of channel encroachment, 
as we see it in Greenville. 

In the Sixth Report the Commission allocated 2 commercial tele 
vision channels to Greenville, UHF channel] 23 and VHF channel 4. 
The city of Spartanburg, S. C., some 30 miles away, was assigned 
UHF channel 17, VHF channel 7 and later UHF channel 74. As I 
indicated before, the basic philosophy was that these channels were 
assigned to these separate communities for the purpose of the Green- 
ville channels serving the needs of the Greenville community and the 
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Spartanburg channels serving the needs of the Spartanburg com- 
munity. Indeed channel 7 had originally been assigned to C olumbi a, 
S. C., but was reassigned to Spartanburg for various reasons—one 
of which voiced the opinion that Spartanburg could not expect to be 
served adequately from Greenville and should be granted an indi- 
vidual VHF channel of its own. 

Relying upon the above-allocation plan and desiring to expedite 

television service to the Greenville community, some 14 prominent, 
civic-minded Greenville businessmen formed a corporation and applied 
for UHF channel 23 in Greenville. This application was granted and 
WGVL commenced operation on August 1, 1953. Since that time 
WGVL has rendered a great service to the Greenville community, has 
programed as many as 24 hours of live, local programs weekly includ- 
ing many extremely popular public-service programs such as: You 
and the Law, the WGVL Roundtable, the Voice of Safety, the Fur- 
man University Hour, TV Chapel of the Air, the JayCee Hour, and 
many more, 

WGVL’s programing and technical performance is on a par with 
the other Greenville station—VHF channel 4 and WGVL’s owners 
are extremely proud of the wonderful community work the station 
has done and of the exceedingly fine reputation that the station enjoys 
in Greenville. WGVLsigned on the air affiliated with ABC, Du Mont, 
and NBC networks. When channel 4 in Greenville, WFBC-TV, 
signed on the air in January 1953, the NBC network affiliation was 
moved to this station. 

I would like to say that WGVL knew at the time that we signed 
with NBC that the network would be moved to FBG—Greenville. 

There are now about 100 owners of WGVL, most of them Green- 
ville residents. Of course, the owners of WGVL have always recog- 
nized that there would be competition from VHF channel 4 in Green- 
ville, which is also rendering fine public service and programing to 
the city. While the owners of Greenville Television Co, were not 
absolutely sure of the future of the new medium—UHF television 
but relying on the assurances of the Commission that UHF would be 
nationwide, accepted, competitive television—they were willing to 
take the desired risk, believing that there would be only one local 
VHF station in competition w ith them. 

They did not anticipate that the Spartanburg VHF allocation, 
designed to serve the Spartanburg community, would ever become a 
Greenville allocation. This is mageeene now. 

I want to make one point clear at this time. WGVL certainly 
realizes that it has no right to sania that the status quo as to channel 
allocations be frozen forever; we knew at the time that we applied 
for channel 23 that there were legal and fair ways of rulemaking to 
change the allocation table, even to the extent perhaps of assigning 
additional channels to Greenville. We did think, however, that if 
such a proposal were ever made, the Greenville Television Co., which 
pioneered television for Greenville through WGVL, would at least 
have an opportunity of being heard in such a rulemaking proposal ; 
of opposing it if it thought justifi able or alternatively of applyi ing for 
the new allocation, if thought desirable. In other words, we thought 
that if a change were to come about it would be done in a lawful 
hearing or other rulemaking proceeding which would at least give 
WGVL a chance to state its stand before the Commission. 
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The fact of the matter is that the Commission has permitted the 
VHF allocation in Spartanburg to be changed in practical effect to 
an additional Greenville VHF allocation w ithout giving WGVL any 
effective right to object. 

The Spartanburg VHF allocation was granted to a local Spartan- 
burg group. After receiving that grant ‘which specified that trans- 
mitter would be on Hogback Mountain to serve the Spartanburg com- 
munity most effectively, the Spartanburg station—WSPA~TV—asked 
the Commission for temporary authority to locate its transmitter on 
Paris Mountain, 5 miles from Greenville and over 27 miles from 
Spartanburg. The site chosen was the best site available for service 
to Greenville, though not for Spartanburg, as is supported by the fact 
that both Greenville stations operate on that same mountain. Indeed, 
WSPA-TV’s location is 1 mile closer to Greenville than the location 
of either of the 2 Greenville stations. 

Now, I think it is pertinent to look at the market rank of Greenville 
and Spartanburg. The July 15, 1953, edition of TV Factbook shows 
how the J. Walter Thompson Advertising Agency ranks the first 312 
markets of the United States. This authoritative research report 
ranks Greenville as a B market as 105th in the United States. Spartan- 
burg is ranked as a D market as 166th in the Nation. The manager of 
Time-Buying for McCann-Erickson, another well respected advertis- 
ing agency, ranks the TV markets in the Television magazine, Feb- 
ruary 1954. In that report Greenville is shown as the 7 5th TV market 
in the United States but Spartanburg is not listed in the top 162 TV 
markets. 

Greenville is an established far larger market than Spartanburg; 
WSPA-TV from Paris Mountain will get a better combined coverage 
of Greenville, Spartanburg also some 30 miles from 
Greenville in the opposite direction from Spartanburg—WSPA-TV, 
by moving transmitter an additional 30 miles away from the trans- 
mitter of WBTYV in Charlotte, N. C., the closest VHF station to Green- 
ville carrying CBS programs—Charlotte is 102 miles from Green- 
ville—apparently will also be able to obtain a CBS network affiliation 
and could only obtain this by operating from this central location, some 
30 miles past Spartanburg. I ask you, gentlemen, if you had a con- 
struction permit for a television station in Frederick, Md.—would 
you not be delighted to move your transmitter to Washington, D. C. 
if you could obtain a CBS television network affiliation by doing so. 

The committee can appreciate, I am sure, the tremendous adverse 
effect this new grant had on WGVL’s operation—locally and nation- 
ally. Due to the fact that UHF stations are not judged individually 
on performance and audience but, in many cases, just shrugged off as 
another UHF television, we have had some problems with national 
advertising—despite excellent technical performance, programming 
and verified set count approaching 100,000 families. Naturally, with 
the news that the Spartanburg VHF would be in Greenville with CBS 
affiliation, national advertiser resistance became even more noticeable. 
And local advertisers began asking us if CBS shows were coming into 
Greenville. We had, of course, offered to carry CBS programs but 

had been unsuccessful in obtaining any type of affiliation with the 
network. 
What had originally been a two-station market—one UHF and one 

VHF—now, without any change in the allocation plan at all, had be- 
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come a three-station market—2 VHF and 1 UHF. Needless to say, 

WGVL, as the only OHF station, was placed in a serious competitive 
position which would require a fight for its very survival. 

We did, and indeed are, fighting to the best of our ability. Apart 
from the competitive fight that we are w: izing, we also formally pro- 
tested to the Commission under section 309(8) of the Communications 

Act. We argued that to permit WSPA-TYV to operate from its new 
location completely violated the allocation plan and rendered mean- 
ingless the requirement of the Commission that stations be allocated to 
certain communities only. We were joined in this fight by UHF 
operators and Cp holders from Anderson and Spartanburg. We 
argued that to permit this Spartanburg VHF station to move to 
Greenville would be particularly damaging to our relatively new UHF 
station, which was trying to establish itself in the Greenville market, 
even though suffering substantial initial operating losses in the neigh 
borhood of $100,000. 

The Commission, however, denied our protest on the grounds that 
we were not a part in interest and weren't sufficiently injured by this 
change in transmitter location. Immediately we appealed to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, claiming 
that we were entitled to a hearing on our protest. The Court of 
Appeals entered a stay order suspending the effectiveness of the 
WSPA-TYV temporary grant, until we could be heard on the merits of 
our case, 

But we had not won the fight yet, for apparently the Commission 
was determined that the ns VHF station was going to get 
its chance to operate from the Greenville location no matter what the 
court said. The Commission, upon a request by WSPA-TYV, canceled 
the temporary authorization permitting WSPA-TYV to operate from 
the new location. The Commission then moved to dismiss our appeal 
on the grounds that the appeal was moot. This motion has not as yet 
been acted on by the court. Immediately thereafter, and upon applic a- 
tion by WSPA-TV, the Commission granted a permanent authoriza- 
tion to WSPA-TYV to operate from the identical location near Green- 
ville, and certainly under identical circumstances, to those about which 
WGVL had protested. 

The startling thing about this new grant to WSPA-TV is that it 
was made by three members of the Commission. Three Commission 
members established this permanent location of the Spartanburg sta 
tion on Paris Mountain, a move that could possibly have damaging 
results to the entire UHF industry; far-reaching and policy forming. 
There was no unanimous opinion—there were only five members of the 
Commission present. The vote was not even a clear-cut major ity of 
4to1. No, it was 3-2, with 1 of the 2 minority commissioners writing 
a strong dissenting opinion. One of WGVL’s original assertions had 
been that WSPA-TV planned permanent location on Paris Mountain, 
despite request for special temporary authority to operate. This state- 
ment has not been proved. 

Needless to say, WGVL and the many other UHF stations following 
this case with avid interest were greatly chagrined at the important 
decision rendered by so few Commissioners. Ags ain we have protested 
this new grant, alleging the same grounds as before. As yet the 
Commission has taken no action on our protest. 
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I honestly believe that this sort of Commission action, operating sup- 
posedly within the framework of the present rules, has been most 
injurious to our pioneer UHF operation and to many other pioneer 
UHF operations in other parts of the country. And, as I indicated at 
the very beginning, our case is typical of others faced with the same 
sort of invasion by stations allocated to nearby communities. 

The Commission has, in my opinion, shut its eyes to its own require- 
ments that a TV station in Gastonia, N. C., be a Gastonia station and 
not a Charlotte station, that a Spartanburg station be a Spartanburg 
station and not another Greenville station, regardless of the desire for 
transmitter relocation to obtain network affiliation. Any station which 
is allocated to and located in a relatively small community is going 
to try to locate its transmitter and to so program as to serve and take 
advantage of the larger market area. Obviously, therefore, the com- 
petition to stations in the larger community is going to be incre: ased. 
Unfortunately, due to a combination of other problems and their 
growing pains, the first station to suffer and suffer the most is the 
UHF station. 

UHF stations and the UHF industry may or may not need some 
sort of special assistance during the present transition period. The 
Senate committee will decide the answer to this question. But cer- 
tainly UHF at least needs a thorough and sincere effort by the Com- 
mission to adhere strictly to its own allocation plan, where such adher- 
ence will assist in the effective establishment of a truly competitive 
UHF system. When the Commission lets the bars down and permits 
VHF stations from nearby smaller markets to invade larger UHF 
markets without so much as a cursory hearing, the Commission is 
itself cooperating in the destruction of their own UHF industry. 
And to illustrate how this Commission action appears to the general 
public, I would like to introduce, as a part of this statement, the 
report of Commission action in regard to WSPA-TV permanent per- 
mission to operate on Paris Mountain as made public in an authorita- 
tive publication of the radio and television industry, Radio and TV 
Daily, issue of Monday, May 3, 1954, the first paragraph only. It has 
a Washington dateline and it states as follows: 

The allocation in FCC’s Sixth Report and Order of channel 7 to Spartanburg, 
8S. C., was wiped out Friday when the Commission, in effect, m: ae it a Greenville 
station, over the protests of stations at Greenville and Anderson, 8S. C., over the 
dissents of 2 FCC members, and without the participation of 2 Commission 
members. 

Channel encroachment is a serious situation to the UHF industry, 
the individual stations, the UHF Coordinating Committee and the 
UHF Television Association are vitally concerned with the manner 
in which the Commission has carried out the principles are expressed 
in its Nationwide Allocation Plan, the Sixth Report and Order. 

I appreciate the opportunity to have been heard. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to apologize for being away since the recess. 
I had another executive meeting of a committte meeting and it took 
longer than I had expected. I appreciate Senator Schoeppel’s having 
taken over while I was gone. 

Thank you very much, Mr. McKinnon. 

The next witness is Mr. Glen McDaniel, president of the Radio- 
Electronics-TV Manufacturers Association. 
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STATEMENT OF GLEN McDANIEL, PRESIDENT, RADIO-ELECTRONICS- 
TELEVISION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McDantev. My name is Glen McDaniel, I am president of 

e Radio-Electronics-Television Manufacturers Association, 777 14th 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. Our association, now celebrating its 
‘Oth year, consists of about 380 companies engaged in the manufacture 
‘f television sets, radios, other electronic end products, and their com 
ponent parts. Its membership includes most of the manufacturers of 
television sets. 

[ am not a UHF broadcaster, but some of the UHF broadcasting 
\ itnesses are not here and I understand my appearance has been on 
thead of some of them. 

Senator Porrer. You have a vital part to play in this, I assure you. 

Mr. McDantet. We do apprec late the op portunity of coming here. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee and 
we are certain that these hearings will serve a useful purpose. ‘The 
economic problems now faced by television broadcasters in the ultra- 
high frequency band are serious. There is no single or simple solu- 
tion to the ova lem. These hearings should go far toward stimulating 
ind erystallizing the thoughts of all those in industry and Govern- 
ment who are since rely interested i in the healthy grow th and economic 
soundness of television broadcasting. We hope they will produce new 
deas and measures that will help solve the problems of UHF 
broadcasting. 

The manufacturers of television sets are vitally concerned in the 
economic well-being and healthy growth of television broadcasting. 
[f there is no broadcasting, we have nothing to sell. And generally 
speaking, the more broadcasting there is, and the wider the choice of 
programs available to the viewer, the greater and more promising is 
the market for our products. 

Early in the development of television broadcasting, the set makers 
showed their interest in making more channels avail: ible to the public 
than the 12 allocated in the VIIF band. Others scheduled to testify 
here will recount some of the efforts to develop transmitting equipment 
that would make the UHF band useful. This work included years of 
experimental work. 

Examples of this work include the experimental UHF transmitting 
station of RCA and NBC at Bridgeport, Conn., which commenced 
operations on December 29, 1949. When this station went on the air, 
the Bridgeport area became a laboratory for the set makers to test 
ind develop their receiving sets and converters. After some months 
of this process RETMA, our association, spomeoned a demonstration 
of UHF receiving equipment to the members and the staff of the 
Federal Communications Commission. This demonstration, held at 
Bridgeport in June 1951, included receivers, converters and antennas 
of eight manufacturers and indicated to the members of the Com 
mission that clear and sharp pictures could be produced commercially 
nthe UHF band. 

Later, when the first regcular UHF broadcasting station—K PTV 
went on the air in Portland, Oreg., in September 1952, again the set 
48550—54———_-15. 
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makers were there with their crews of experts making observations 
and carrying on experimentation under a variety of test conditions. 

The set makers felt then, and still feel, that the UHF band will 
open a new era of broadcasting and a much wider market for the 
industry’s products. But we must remember that the way of a pioneer 
is not easy. Especially in broadcasting, it has always been difficult 
to launch a new service because of the interrelation of programing and 
set circulation. In this sense the experience of other broadcast serv- 
ices should encourage the UHF broadcasters in their present 
difficulties. 

My main task today is to try to give the committee the relevant 
information concerning receiving equipment. 

The set manufacturers have made and sold as many VHF-UHF 
receivers as the public will buy. The statistics indicate that for a 
while we made substantially more VHF-UHF sets than we were able 
to sell, and the manufacturers were forced to reduce their optimistic 
UHF production schedules. 

Our industry statistics for UHF began in 1953. The first station, as 
[ noted, went on the air in the latter part of 1952 and the statistics 
began in 1953. 

The figures on production are set out in table I, which shows that 1953 
production of UHF sets was 1,459,475, or 20.2 percent of total set 
production, and that in the first 4 months of 1954 UHF production 
was 412,913 or 21.6 percent of the total. 


UHF statistics—Production 


Total 
television Percent 
production 


Year. month UHF factory 
7 Sa production 


1953—January 


February 
+” a 556, 961 3, 626, 046 15.7 
May 
June 
July 65, 546 524, 474 
August 104, 183 603, 760 
September 193, 212 770, O85 
October 202, 605 680, 433 20.8 
Novembe 197, 311 560, 197 35. 2 
December 139, 657 449, 787 31. 
Total, 1953 1, 459, 475 7, 214, 787 20. 2 
——— —_-— = —— 
1954—January : 120, 299 420, 571 2K. 
February s 92, 275 426, 933 21. ¢ 
March . ‘ 124, 855 599, 606 | 20.8 
April 75, 484 463, 829 lf 
Total . 412, 913 1, 910, 939 2 


Senator Porrrr. When you speak of UHF sets, are you referring 
to the combination set ? 

Mr. McDaniet. That is correct. These are all sets tuned to all 
channels. 

Senator Scuorpret. What is the difference in the cost of these sets. 
VHF and UHF? 

Mr. McDaniev. The difference to the consumer between a VHF 
only set and a VHF-UHF set ranges between $20 and $60. If you 
had to pick a narrower range, I would say $30 to $40 to the consume 
and most of them are in that range, I think. 
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Senator Scnorrren. Thank you. 
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Mr. McDanre.. The present situation in a nutshell is that during 


the first 4 months of 1954 our factory inventories were 32 
VHF-UHF sets but only 22 percent of our sales were VHEI 


sets. In other words, we have been making more VHF 


than we can sell. 


As you will see from table II, the proportion of factory 
resented by UHF was 15 percent in the first 6 months of 1953, rose to 


{ 


UHF 


percent 


UHF 


sales rep 


24 percent in November of 1953 and has been steadily declining since 


November until in April it was 17.5 percent. 


TABLE II.—UHF statistics, sales 


» UHF fac 
Year, month sales 
1953—January 
February 
March.. : i 
487 
A pril ‘ > 
May..-.- e 
June sbdwos ‘ we . 
EE ti Ancitstitoabidddkemsnwit poaahe 76. 
August Re Sas eS . qowkal “4 
Septem ber-.-.. eoek —_ L8Y 
October . 18] 
November » ‘ 183 
Decem ber aed 12 
Tota! 1953. ..... wine = 1, 339, ¢ 
1954—January - .. . 139, 
February . ——— ; 20 
March poddbibh ddleww dekh 119 
April 7 
CH, cmacctadutisd ténthdtitsibs sé Sie 456, 


From table III you will see what has happened 


tory 


405 
794 
182 
702 


912 


25, O88 


o9y 


to 


Tot»l televi 
sion sales 


6, 870, O68 


Percent 


inventories. 


From practically no UHF inventory in the first part of 1953, the pro 
ee of our inventory represe mted by UHF sets oe risen steadily 


until it reached 38 percent in February of this yea 


that is accounting for only around 22 pe reent of sales. 
portion of UHF' inventory fell to 32 percent at the end of April. 


It is obvious 
that an industry cannot carry 38 percent of its Sivenstine in an article 


Thus, the ] 


ro 


We may assume that U HF inventory will continue to seek a balance 


with sales. 


TABLE III.—UHF statistics, inventory at factory level 


Year, month UH! 
ve itory 
153—May. 292 7 
June. 23. | 
July RG. 152 
August 95. 541 
Septem ber 99, 571 
October... 125.011 
November 138, 410 
December 47. 54 
January 128. 66 
February 0, S&F 
March. 10 
April 10 





At end of the month. 





May is Ist month 





for which we have dat 


Total 


television 


ventory 


19, 594 
693, 490 
77, 90 
610, 678 
H). 748 
Au. 4 
478, 688 
45, 104 
360, 418 

) 

R94 


Percent 
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Senator Porrer. Do you have any information as to whether the 
retailers have tried to sell the UHF sets? Do they advertise the UHF 
sets as they do the VHF sets? 

Mr. McDanrtrt. I think they do. I think it depends a great deal 
on the individual area, but tremendous efforts have been made in many 
areas in promoting UHF sets. In others, there have been complaints 
that the dealers have not shown the enthusiasm they should have 
shown. It is varying depending upon how optimistic a particular 
dealer is about the chances of selling, but they have certainly had 
vigorous promotion efforts all over the country. 

We hope that these hearings will result in some new ideas or 
measures which will stimulate these sales and permit the manufac- 
turers to dispose of their excess inventory of UHF sets. 

The question has been asked as to why the manufacturers are not 
marketing receivers which tune only to the UHF band. The answer 
is purely one of economics. It is my opinion that whenever a manu- 
facturer comes to the conclusion that the market for UHF is big 
enough to afford an advantage to one who markets a UHF-only set, 
such a set will be made and sold. No one has made that decision. 
Presumably one reason is that the cost saving is too small in terms of 
the present market. Another possible reason is that past history, as 
in FM, indicates that when a new frequency band is authorized, the 
public does not readily buy a receiver that tunes only to the new band 
but prefers to buy either a receiver that tunes only to the old band or 
one that tunes to both bands. 

Our board of directors at its last meeting on April 29 discussed 
some of the problems confronting UHF broadcasters, and one of the 
directors suggested a practical means of encouraging the manufacture 
of VHF-UHF television receivers. And I might say that it is one 
of many discussions that we have held over a long period of time. He 
pointed out that if the 10-percent Federal excise tax were removed 
from all VHF-UHF sets, there would be an incentive to manufacture 
only those sets that tune to UHF broadeasts. 

Our UHF policy committee concurred in this suggestion, and I was 
authorized to propose it in my testimony before this committee. How- 
ever, in the meantime, Senator Johnson of Colorado introduced a pro- 
posed amendment to H. R. 8300 embodying the same idea. This pro- 
posed amendment was referred to the Finance Committee on May 11. 
And I was most happy to hear your endosrement of it earlier this 
afternoon, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to endorse the legislation sponsored by Senator Johnson 
and explain briefly why we believe it would stimulate sales of VHF- 
UHF receivers. 

As the committee knows, there is a price differential between VHF- 
only sets and VHF-UHF sets, necessitated by higher production costs. 
Our association does not collect any statistics relating to prices, but 
trade journals have estimated that the price differential to the cus- 
tomer ranges between $20 in the case of the least expensive sets to $40 
and $50 in the case of higher priced sets, and I should add $60 as I 
did a moment ago in answer to a question by Senator Schoeppel. 

It. is said by some individual manufacturers that this price differ 
ential is decreasing as the industry gets into higher quantities of UHF 
production. It must be emphasized, however, that no amount of quan- 
tity production can entirely eliminate the price differential between 
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VHF-only sets and VHF-UHF sets. It costs more to make an in 
strument that tunes to 82 positions than one that tunes to 12 positions. 
The experts say there is no way that this increased cost can be elimi- 
nated. 

There is a way, however, that this increased manufacturing cost 
can be offset. 

As this committee is no doubt aware, the Congress, in the summer 
of 1950, shortly after the outbreak of the Korean war and under the 
stress of the revenue needs arising from that mobilization, imposed 
a 10-percent manufacturer’s excise tax on television sets. Up to that 
time there had never been an excise tax on television sets. 

Prior to the outbreak of the Korean war, the Treasury had made 
a proposal for such a tax but it had been defeated on three se parate 
occasions in the House Ways and Means Committee and in the Senate 
l’inance Committee. 

We propose that the excise tax be removed from VHF-UHF tele 
vision sets. This will offset the manufacturing cost differential en- 
tirely, I believe, in the case of medium- and high-priced sets, and in 
less expensive sets it will offset most of the pera ite Ing cost dif- 
ferential. The revenue loss to the Treasury at present production 
rates would be about $25 million annually which is a minor amount 
as budget figures go. Naturally, the revenue loss to the Treasury will 
increase as the amendment successfully encourages the manufacture 
of relatively more tax-exempt sets. 

Lest the manufacturers be misunderstood, I should point out that 
we have steadfastly argued that the excise tax on television sets is 
unsound legislation and we have repeatedly urged its complete repeal. 
Television is an instrumentality of public education and enlighten 
ment and is an important means by which citizens gain the knowledge 
that enables them to participate in their own self-government in these 
times when democracy is threatened throughout the world. The cir- 
culation and use of such an instrumentality should not be impeded 
by a selective and discriminatory excise tax. By proposing the remov- 
al of the tax from UHF sets we do not mean to condone its applica- 
tion to other television sets, or to radios. 

In recent hearings on H. R. 8224, which was the excise tax bill 
of 1954, and 8300, the revenue revision bill, we urged that the tax 
be suspended on color sets in order to permit this new product to 
have a breathing spell and reach quantity production before the bur 
den of the tax is ; imposed upon it. We have said, here is a new instru 
ment and Congress has traditionally shown a solicitude for infant 
industries and new developments by not imposing excessive excise 
taxes on them until they have had a chance to get into production and 
growth. 

Senator Porrer. What is the excise tax ? 

Mr. McDantet. Ten percent of the manufacturer’s selling price. 

This proposal was voted down by the Finance Committee. We 
also asked for a general reduction in the tax consistent with the 
treatment of other consumer goods. The tax was kept at the full 
10 percent on all sets despite the fact that the tax on other household 
products was reduced from 10 percent to 5 percent, and despite the 
fact that it was virtually removed from admissions to movie houses 
which had recommended the imposition of the tax in 1950 as a means 
of equalizing competition between the movies and television. 
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The proposed amendment to H. R. 8300, introduced by Senator 
Johnson on May 11, offers a golden opportunity to accomplish several] 
things at once: 

(1) Encourage the manufacture and sale of sets capable of receiv- 
ing UHF broadcasts; 

(2) Encourage the incorporation of UHF equipment in all color 
sets so that, as we emerge into the new era of color television, UHF 
will be stimulated by the added attraction of color; 

(3) Encourage color television itself by permitting removal of the 
tax from all color sets that tune to the UHF band and thus help to 
bring the advantages of color to the American public. 

All of these things can be acc omplished at a small loss in Treasury 
revenue. We do not see how Congress can balk at this revenue loss, in 
view of the fact that in the recently enacted H. R. 8224 it provided sub- 
stantial tax reductions at enormous revenue loss to the movies, to furs, 
jewelry, and perfumes, and to refrigerators, home laundry equipment 
and other household articles, but gave not one cent of tax reduction 
to the purchasers of television sets. 

The time for action on Senator Johnson’s proposed amendment is 
very short. The Finance Committee of the Senate is in daily session 
on H. R. 8300. 

I might say that the staff director of the committee tells me that he 
has heard that the Finance Committee will reach tomorrow the plac 
in H. R. 8300 that this excise tax proposal would normally go in. I 
do not think it means that they will not act on it later, but the place 
where they reach it will occur tomorrow. 

We strongly urge that this committee immediately call upon the 
Finance Committee to include the Johnson amendment in the Finance 
Committee’s version of H. R. 8300. 

We wish to reserve the opportunity to present at a later time our 
recommendations concerning the detailed language of the amendment. 
I have no criticism of Senator Johnson’s draft, but we have not had 
time to formulate our comments on any questions of statutory 
language. 

I wish to reserve the opportunity to present at a later time any 
recommendations that we might have about the detailed language of 
the bill. T have no criticism at all of Senator Johnson’s draft, but we 
have not had an opportunity to study the detailed language of it and 
we might have some comments at some later time on that. 

Representatives of UHF broadcasters have expressed a desire for 
higher sensitivity in UHF sets. I do not think that has been a matter 
of any contention here today, but it has been discussed many times in 
leading up to these hearings. Our comment on this is twofold. 

First, UHF sets now being made are of a quality as high as can be 
reasonably expected in the present state of the art. This conclusion 
can be drawn from a report issued by the Hazeltine Laboratories after 
testing 32 representative U HF sets and 8 representative UHF con- 
verters marketed during 1953 

Incidentally, they are ibis ised in that they do not manufacture 
sets. They are research laboratories. 

The Hazeltine report, No. 8018, was issued on March 24,1954. As 
the committee knows, the quality of a product under a free competitive 
system ranges between the lowest priced article which as the minimum 
quality necessary for public acceptance, and the product which has 
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the highest quality the consumer is willing to pay for. I believe 
that the tests made by Hazeltine covered a representative sample 
throughout this range. 

The Hazeltine tests, which also included 37 VHF receivers, showed 
these averages of sensitivity : 


Decibels 
VETF low Teandl, CRammcle Be ils a ee le a cette dices cadet ert 91.5 
VHP high Hand, enue FAIR... Since dnsdedietndakstitsbithnlbdiiedin 86 
DEL tunnel. CURES BO Ais wets erect). «napncdewieinn ation idan taiediiine . SO 


Senator Porrer. What do you mean by decibels? 

Mr. McDanrets. It is simply a level of measuring the sensitivity of 
the set, and that is about as much as I know of it. I have a copy of 
he report here. 

Senator Porrer. It isa means of measuring it ? 

Mr. McDantets. That is right. The decibel is a unit of sound, the 
volume or intensity of sound. 

In other words, the sensitivity of these representative receivers in 

hannels 7-13 was 5.5 decibels poorer than the sensitivity in channels 

6, and the UHF receivers were only 6 decibels poorer im sensitivity 
than the VHF receivers in channels 7-13. This, incidentally, sur- 
prised me because I had known a little about the tremendous difficulty 
of producing equipment which would produce a good picture in the 
UHF band. That point was not touched on directly by Chairman 
Ilyde this morning, but at the time the first 12 channels were released, 
we could not produce television pictures inthe UHF. The art had not 
developed that far. To offset this 6-decibel loss in sensitivity, the 
ugineers say it is necessary to double the voltage and quadruple 
the radiated power. Increases of this order were provided for in the 
FCC's plan. 

Second, an increase in the sensitivity of UHF receivers would not 
make a significant contribution at the present time to the solution of 
UHF broadcasting problems. It would be equivalent, for example, 
to increasing the reception area from a radius of 50 miles to one of 
miles. It would be a mistake, it seems to me, to increase the price 
of UHF receivers to gain this order of advantage. The engineers 
tell us that the sensitivity of UHF sets cannot be increased at this time 
without an increase in price. 

Good progress is being made toward bringing greater sensitivity 
at the same price, but we believe that the sensitivity of present sets is 
not substantially impairing the growth and development of UHF and 
that greater sensitivity will not make the difference between success 
and failure. 

There are other factors affecting the quality of UHF sets besides 
sensitivity. One is the noise level, which is an important factor. But 
when all these factors are taken into consideration, it may be concluded 
that UHF receivers being marketed today are better instruments than 
were the VHF receivers at the comparable stage of development. 
These ave technical matters as to which the committee will receive very 
detailed information from company representatives who are scheduled 
to testify after me. 

You may be sure that when it is possible to make more sensitive 
sets, with greater range and less noise, at a price the public will pay, 
the intense competition of the set industry will bring about the manu- 
facture and aggressive marketing of such sets. 
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In making its assignment of channels in the UHF band the Federal 
Communications Commission assumed that the set manufacturers 
would use the 41.25 standard intermediate frequency which had been 
recommended to the Commission by RETMA. Some UHF spokes- 
men have indicated that the failure ‘of some manufacturers to use this 
standard intermediate frequency in their television reeciving sets is 
making the job of UHF reception more difficult. 

This is a problem to which our association has been earnestly devot- 
ing its attention for a long time. It is a companion of the problem of 
spurious radiation from receiving sets. Much committee work and 
engineering investigation have been conducted under RETMA aus- 
pices on these problems. The work led toa RETMA proposal trans- 
mitted just 2 months ago today to the Federal Communications Com- 
mission involving the establishment of an independent scientific 
laboratory which would certify receiving sets as being free of objec- 
tionable radiation. This would be an entirely voluntary program since 
the association could not and would not try to bring any pressure or 
compulsion against any manufacturer. 

Under this plan RETMA is sending out invitations to a number of 
scientific laboratories to bid on the job of conducting tests and making 
certifications. Manufacturers would voluntarily submit their tele 
vision chassis for testing and if they passed the tests they would be 
authorized to display a label on the set certifying that it is free of 
objectionable interference. That chassis is a plur: al w ord, incidentally. 
They would have to submit 1 out of every 100 receivers, I believe the 
figure is. In order to earn this label, a set will have to use the 41.2° 
intermediate frequency. We have strong hopes that this certific tion 
laboratory plan will hasten the day of complete uniformity in the use 
of the 41.25 intermediate freque ney. 

I think I should add that there are relatively few stations that do 
not use the 41.25 intermediate fedainaten y. I do not know exactly how 
many, but it isa small percentage. 

Ten days ago the staff director of this committee asked RETMA for 
information concerning the plans of the set manufacturers for in 
corporating UHF tuners in color television sets. Our association had 
no such information because it is our firm policy to confine our statisti 
cal services to past and existing fact and never to deal with production 
plans or other matters affecting future production. The staff director, 
on behalf of the committee, then requested us to obtain such informa- 
tion for use in these hearings in view of the public interest involved 
and of the need of this committee for such information. In compliance 
with this request, we sent a questionnaire to set makers in RETMA on 
Friday, May 7. 

Replies to the questionnaire received by May 18 may be summarized 
as follows. Let me put it this way, so far as we know, there are 16 
companies manufacturing color television today. We have received 
replies from 15 of those, one of them since we prepared our material 
for presentation today. 

So, out of the 14 companies which we had reports from previous to 
coming here, this is our report: 

1. Of 14 companies currently producing color sets : 

Seven reported that they include VHF—-UHF tuners in some or all 
of their color sets. 

Two reported that they include VHF-UHF tuners in all of thei 


color sets. 
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Let me interject again that I am stating that the third one can be 
verified by telephone, It only came in before lunch and I want to 
be sure that that was right, and I have not had the response from 
the telephone verification. 

Senator Porrer. What are the three companies ¢ 

Mr. McDaniet. RCA, CBS, and Bendix. Bendix is the one that 
came in this morning and I am checking on it by telephone. 

Two reported that they include VHF-UHF tuners in color sets if 
ordered by the distributor. 

Two reported that they make color sets with built-in provision for 
conversion to UHF reception in the field. 

One reported that it does not offer VHF-UHF tuners in color sets. 

Industry production reports indicate that only two companies cur- 
rently producing color sets failed to reply to the questionnaire by 
May 18. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, there are just three companies that 
manufacture sets, where all their sets provide for UHF tuning? 

Mr. McDantev. That is correct, at the present time. There are 
many, several of these companies that are not marketing the color sets 
on much of a scale. They are demonstrating them and making them 
in pilot-run quantities, so that I do not think that the results of the 
questionnaire at this time are a very strong indication of what they 
might do when they get into production. 

2. Of nine companies who indicated that they are not currently 
producing color sets but intend to do so: 

One reported that it will include a VHF-UHF tuner in some or all 
of its color sets. 

Eight reported that they have made no decision. 

3. Inaddition, four companies indicated that they are not producing 
color sets currently and may or may not do so in the future. Appar- 
ently they have done no thinking on this problem. 

Presumably the committee is interested in the suggestion of TV 
(Guide magazine and Senator Bridges that measures be taken to assure 
that UHF tuners will be installed in all color sets. We have three 
Oe teaoee this proposal : 

If Congress fails to remove the excise tax from sets containing 
U HF tuners, there is not a great likelihood that such tuners will be 
installed in all color sets, in my opinion, unless it is required by law. 
This is because in a free competitive system, especially in an industry 
so intensely competitive as ours, all possibilities of cost savings that 
are accept: able to the public will be utilized. Based on experience so 
far in black and white, it seems clear that there will be some market 
for color sets without UHF tuners. Needless to say, our industry 
association would not and could not take any action or permit any 
discussion at its meetings looking toward an agreement by the man- 
ufacturers to install UHF tuners in all color sets. In our opinion, such 
an agreement might well raise questions under the antitrust laws. 

If UHF tuners are required in color sets by law, this would 
prolaabty promote the immediate financial interest of the manufac- 
turers in that it would force the public to pay for a higher priced 
article and the manufacturers would benefit to the extent their normal 
profit rates were applied to a higher dollar volume of business. 

3. Despite this immediate monetary factor, such a law would mean 
intervention by Government in the regulation of the manufacture of 
television sets. Besides being of doubtful constitutionality, it would 
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be unsound legislation, and our industry would be vigorously opposed 
to it on prine “iple. We believe that a system of free competition is 
best for the public in the long run. 

The objective of having a tuners installed in all color sets can 
be encouraged, in our opinion, by ae removal of the manufacturer's 
excise tax from VHF-UHF sets, because this would provide an eco- 
nomic incentive to include the UHF tuner in color sets. 

Now I will leave the question of receivers and speak of converters 
for a moment. 

Unfortunately, there are no statistics to show how many sets have 
been converted to UHF reception in the homes of viewers. One trade 
press editor has estimated the figure at 2 million, but this is only a 
guess. This, you will notice, is a much higher one than that implicit 
in Chairman Hyde's statement this morning. 

Senator Scuorrren. He gives 114 million. 

Mr. McDanteu. Yes, as I understood him, he estimated between 
2 million and 8 million total, including the field conversions and we 
produced 114 million in 1953 and several hundred thousand this year, 
so his estimate will have to be substantially under this 2 million. 

The marketing and installation of converters is not an easy or simple 
job. A tuner is a delicate instrument. The manufacturers have as 
siduously searched, and I am sure are still searching, for ways to make 
them satisfactorily at less cost. 

The problem of the servicemen in installing the antenna and con- 
verter is not a simple one and he complains that the customer does 
not realize the amount of time necessary to do a good job. Customers 
in turn complain that the servicemen are poorly trained and careless. 

In the nature of the television service, business customers are quick 
to complain if a television set goes wrong or if a substantial fee has 
to be paid to repair it. The same is true of the installation of antennas 
and converters. 

Our association has long worked to encourage the serviceman and 
to promote better training. We have developed a model television 
training course in New York which has been made available to schools 
throughout the country. Our members have supplied equipment to 
training schools to help in service training. We have done much and 
will do more in the area of consumer education and understanding of 
service problems. 

We know of no easy shortcut to alleviate the serious problems of the 
UHF broadcaster in the matter of conversion of existing sets. It is 
indeed a difficult and serious problem. 

Three manufacturers of transmitting equipment are scheduled to 
testify in these hearings. Our association has not gathered from the 
transmitter manufacturers any information about transmitting equip- 
ment for presentation at these hearings. We believe the committee’s 
purposes can be served much better by obtaining the information 
direct rather than secondhand. 

Many proposals have been put forward in recent months for new 
laws or regulations on programing and network affiliation as meas 
ures to assist the UHF broadcasters in overcoming their economic 
problems. RETMA is not in a position to comment on these pro 
posals. While some RETMA members have network interests and 
individual broadcasting station interests, RETMA does not repre- 
sent the broadcasting activities of these members and is not author- 
ized to speak for them on broadcasting problems. We have no rec- 
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ed : ommendations to make on broadcasting problems or network atffilia 

is tion policies at this time. 

We hope that the Federal Communications Commission will help 
mn UHF broadcasters to the fullest extent possible by shifting channels 
rs from one place to another or making other refinements in the alloca- 
0- tion plan. We believe, however, that a reworking of the allocation 

plan will not solve the present problems of the UHF broadcasters. 

rs We would object to a freeze on the processing of station license 
applications. It is too late to go back and re-engineer the general 

ve illocation plan. Those UHF applicants who are confident that they 
de ave prospects of healthy economic operation of UHF should be al- 

a owed to proceed, 

“it While the manufacturers are most seriously concerned that a solu 
tion to the UHF broadcasting problem can be found, we have no 
pecific remedies to suggest at this time other than the excise tax 

en roposal, which will be a help but by no means a cure-all. The DHF 
ve problem is one which calls for a synthesis of expert information and 
ir, experienced judgment in several fields, of which equipment research 

ind maufacture is only one. The manufacturers are not in a position 
le to undertake such a synthesis. This is one reason we welcome these 

s hearings. After you have heard the contributions by experts in the 

ke various fields, you will then confront a task calling for a high order 
of legislative judgment. 

n- Whatever other action you may decide to take, we strongly urge 

es that the committee act immediately to put through an amendment to 
rs H. R. 8300 removing the excise tax from receiving sets containing 
3S. UHF tuners as proposed by Senator Johnson. 

k We shall be happy to cooperate with the committee if we can be 
as ‘f assistance by gathering or submitting further information on this 
as problem which is of such great importance to the future of the broad 

asting and set manufacturing industries. 

d Senator Porrer. Mr. McDaniel, we thank you for your compre- 

mn hensive statement. Will you be back here tomorrow ¢ 

Is Mr. McDanrteu. Yes. 

to Senator Porrer. Will there be other representatives from the re- 
id ceiver manufacturers’ group ? 
of Mr. McDantex. There will be several representatives from RCA, 

Du Mont and General Electric, and, after you have heard them, if 
1e there is other information you would like from us, we trust you will 
is speak to Mr. Zapple and we will be glad to come in. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you for your statement. 

to Mr. Corrone. Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, we were not able to 

he proceed because we were waiting for a witness and we arranged for 

p- Mr. McDaniel to move in. 

1s We do have several additional witnesses for the UHF coordinat- 

n ing committee and we would appreciate it very much if we could be 
allowed to proceed. I am not suggesting that we proceed right now. 

\ Senator Porrrr. I believe it will be best to go through the list and 


see how we go through that and your witnesses will follow after to 
i morrow’s hearing, 
0 The committee will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning in 


d this room. 
e (Whereupon, at 4:59 p. m., the hearings were recessed to 10 a. m., 
r- Thursday, May 20, 1954, in the caucus room of the Senate Office 


Building.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 20, 1954 


Unttep Srates SENATE, 
SuscomMitree No, 2 on COMMUNICATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Potter (chairman of the subcommittee), 
Schoeppel, Bowring, Hunt, and Pastore. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk, and Nick Zapple, 
counsel for the subcommittee. 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. 

First I would lke to apologize for this moving around from the 
Capitol over to the Senate Office Building and back. 

Yesterday, we had been assured that the caucus room would be avail- 
able for our hearings today and tomorrow, and then we were notified 
this morning that another committee had made arrangements for the 
caucus room 6 weeks ago. So we were evicted. 

[ am sorry that it happened, but yesterday we were assured that it 
would be available for us. 

The first witness this morning will be Dr. Du Mont. 

Dr. Du Mont had a map which is over in the caucus room, but it is 
being brought over, and when that comes we can either take a recess 
or they can put it up if it doesn’t distract too much from the testimony. 

Dr. Du Mont tells me they are prepared to start their presentation 
now, and then they can use the map when the map arrives. 

This room is small, and in order for all to hear I would appreciate 
it if you would keep your voices down as much as possible, and I 
would also suggest to the person who is testifying to talk as loudly as 
convenient, so that all can hear. 

I believe we can use the room in here for any overflow that we might 
have. 

Mr. Wissman. Yes; that’s all right, Senator. It wouldn’t work out 
too well, but if it is necessary 

Senator Porrer. All right, Dr. Du Mont. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN B. DU MONT, PRESIDENT, ALLEN B. DU MONT 
LABORATORIES, INC., CLIFTON, N. J. 


Dr. Du Mont. My name is Allen B. Du Mont, and I am president 
of the Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., with its main office at 750 
Bloomfield Avenue, Clifton, N. J. 
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Our company operates the Du Mont Television Network, and owns 
three television stations which are located in Washington, D. C., New 
York City and Pittsburgh, Pa. It also manufactures television trans- 
nitters, television receivers, cathode-ray tubes, and cathode-ray oscillo- 
graphs. 

It also has extensive research and engineering laboratories. 

This company was the first manufacturer of cathode-ray tubes suit- 
able for television in this country, produced the first cathode-ray com- 
mercial television receiver, and was the first to operate a net work be- 
tween its own television stations. 

Because of our wide interest in television, we are particularly con- 
cerned with the present situation as concerns the ultra high frequency 
stations. Their suecess directly determines whether we are to have 
more than two television networks in this country. 

Before getting into the details of the present situation, it might be 
well to summarize what has gone on previously as concerns this ques- 
tion. The subject of utilizing the ultrahigh frequencies for use in 
television came to the fore in the 1949 hearings of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission. 

These hearings were very extensive, resulting in a freeze of the con- 
struction of new stations for a period of almost 3 years, and the final 
determination as to the allocation scheme was not released until April 
14, 1952. 

In 1949 Du Mont submitted to the Federal Communications Com- 
mission a proposed allocation of frequencies which provided for at 
least four VHF or UHF stations in the top 100 markets of this 
country. A copy of this allocation proposal is hereby submitted as 
Du Mont exhibit A. 

It was our feeling in submitting this proposal that a number of im- 
portant objects would be accomplished by its adoption. 

For one thing, it would provide equal opportunity to the four net- 
works to compete on an equal basis provided by the allocation ee 
and eliminate the necessity of equality by regulation. Second, 
would provide a minimum cost to the American public as regards the 
purchase of television receivers. 

As will be noticed in this plan, there is not intermixture of VHF 
and UHF stations in a single city, so that in the VHF areas the tele 
vision set owner would only need a VHF receiver, antenna, and lead 
in; and in the UHF areas the television listener would only need a 
UHF receiver, antenna, and lead-in. 

We felt then, and we feel even more strongly now, that with the 
intermixture of VHF and UHF stations in the various cities, it is im- 
possible to have a competitive situation as between the networks in a 
given area. 

In 1949 we were not alone in our thinking, and the testimony of the 
Columbia Broadcasting System at that time clearly outlines the 
pr oblem. 

I would like to quote from a portion of the final television allocation 
report, under paragraph 256 (d) in this connection: 

* * * a major objective of the Commission is the reasonable assurance of the 
possibility of a nationwide competitive television service— 

and that CBS is genuinely concerned that very real dangers of monop- 
oly inhere in the Commission’s proposed allocation. 

CBS stated that: 
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The Commission itself has recognized that for a considerable period 
perhaps 5 years, perhaps more, a commercial UHF station cannot com- 
pete on anything like an equal basis with a commercial VHF station 
nthe same community * * * . 

CBS urged that it— 
iust be obvious that during the not inconsiderable growth period of UHF, net- 
vork A with UHF outlets in Chicago, San Francisco, and Boston would be under 


rippling competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis network B with VHF outlets in 
ese three cities. 


Thus CBS argued— 

s quite possible that the Commission’s allocation plan will as a matter of prac- 
tical necessity permit the development during the critical formative years of only 
iwo full nationwide competing television networks. 

The point that I am trying to make in this connection is that unless 
there are four competitive television networks the question of ultra- 
high frequency stations is academic as, if we are only going to have two 
networks, only a very few UHF stations are 1 equired. 

For instance, in our present allocation scheme, ag tg A can 
obtain 88 VHF outlets in the top 100 markets; network B can obtain 
67 VHF outlets in the top 100 markets; whereas ne honk C can only 
obtain 30 VHF outlets and network D only 7 VHF outlets under the 
same conditions, 

We believed in 1949 that in order to prevent monopolistic system 
of broadcasting, four networks were required. We still feel that 
way today. 

Mr. Ted Bergmann, who is the director of our network, will pre 
sent facts to show that from a commercial standpoint four television 
networks can be amply supported by revenue from the advertisers. 

Printers Ink, one of the leading advertising trade publications, re- 
cently published a preliminary estimate of total advertising expendi 
tures for 1953. This revealed that television received $688 million in 
1953, as against $663 million for all magazines. 

These figures are simply given to show the status of television adver 
tising and to indicate that vast sums are available to support it. 

Having only two networks not only has the effect of monopoly in 
the television broadcasting business, but has the effect of extending 
the monopoly so that only a relatively small number of large com- 
panies can utilize television for the sales of their products. Televi 
sion advertising in one respect differs greatly from advertising in 
magazines, newspapers, and so forth. 

In a magazine or newspaper, any advertiser desiring space can 
obtain it as it is only necessary to print additional pages to allow 
any number of advertisers to appear in the publication. In television, 
we have only about 4 hours a day of prime advertising time and, if 
we assume that 8 advertisers wish to present half- hour programs on 
television per evening, we use up completely the facilities of one net- 
work, With a two network setup, therefore, it would be only possible 
for 16 advertisers to appear per evening. In some cases the adver- 
tisers desire to put on hour programs, the sreby reducing the number 
possible to appear. 

We have had numerous instances in the past where national adver 
tisers desire to obtain time on television but cannot due to-the limited 
facilities now available. 
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I would like to point out to the committee that this 1949 plan was 
turned down by the Federal Communications Commission because 
of the principles of assignment adopted by the Commission. 

In order to salvage as much as possible, we submitted a revised 
allocation plan which we did not consider as good as our original 
plan. In the Commission’s report of April 14, 1952, you will notice 
that there are numerous references made to a Du Mont plan, and 
this second plan is the one referred to. 

Even this plan was vastly superior to the plan of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission as it provided for a much greater oportunity 
for four networks to oper ate competitively. 

The Federal Communications Commission’s priority in setting up 
their allocation scheme was as follows: 

Priority No. 1: To provide at least one television service to all parts 
of the United States. 

Priority No. 2: To provide each community with at least one tele 
vision broadcast station. 

Priority No. 3: To provide a choice of at least two television services 
to all parts of the United States. 

Priority No. 4: To provide each community with at least two tele- 
vision broadcast stations. 

Priority No. 5: Any channels which remain unassigned under the 
foregoing priorities will be assigned to the various communities 
depe nding on the size of the population of each community, the geo- 
graphic al location of such community, and the number of television 
services available to such community from television stations located 
in other communities. 

In contrast to this, our principles of assignment were based on the 
following: 

(1) To provide television service, as far as possible, to all people 
of the United States; and 
(2) To provide the most services to the people. 

We have always felt that the basis on which the FCC allocated 
stations is not a realistic one. 

To take just one item, priority No. 2 states that they wish to pro- 
vide each community with at least one television broadcast station. 
It is obvious that something like 75 percent of the allocations they 
have made will never be used, 

They have provided television stations, as they stated in their prin- 
ciples, to almost every city in the United States. For example, in the 
State of Michigan they have provided 71 allocations and only 25 cities 
are over 10,000 population. This same holds true in many other Sti ee 
and they have even provided allocations for villages having only : 
population of several hundred people. 

We know from experience th: at in order to support a television sta- 
tion, from a financial standpoint, it is necessary to have approximately 
a population of 100,000 people within range of the transmitter. As 
there is an average of slightly over 3 people to each home, this would 
provide, if everybody purchased a television set, a sale of approxi- 
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mately 50,000 television receivers. However, only about 90 percent 
of the homes normally purchase television receivers, and this would 
mean that in an area where 100,000 people lived, there would be 
approximately 27,000 television receivers. 

We also know from experience that the total advertising support 
will be about $10 per set per year, which means that under these con 
ditions the television station a have an income of approximately 
$270,000 a year. With the figures we have and the experience we have, 
a television station can be operated aa these conditions at a very 
slight profit. 

This is being recited to show how unrealistic the Commission has 
been in their allocation of frequencies. 

The Commission has stated at numerous times that they are not 
concerned with the economics of the situation. To me this seems 
absolutely indefensible as most other commissions of the Government 
regulating railroads, airlines, and so on, consider the economics of 
the situation of prime importance. 

By not considering the economics of the situation, much more valu 
able frequency space has been used up than was necessary and, instead 
of allocating on the basis of the largest number of people that can be 
served, the allocation scheme primar rily is based on geography. 

It is interesting to note that priority No. 3 of the Commission states 
that the scheme should provide a choice of at least two television 
services to all parts of the United States, which to me clear ly indicates 
their thinking that a two network setup in the United States is all that 
is necessary. 

It is interesting to note that as late as several weeks ago one of the 
Commissions in a speech stated : 

do not believe the Commission can be blamed for those who displayed bad 
business judgment in trying to move in on the (UHF) channels without making a 
thorough assessment of the availability of equipment both for receiving and 
transmitting as well as the economic factors with which they might be confronted 
in the communities in which they proposed to establish service. 

I am firm in my belief, as | was on the day I voted for the sixth report and 
order, that the Commission made a sound engineering allocation plan designed to 
meet the twofold objective set forth in the Communications Act of 1934, to pro 
vide television service, as far as possible, to all people of the United States and 
to provide a fair, efficient, and equitable distribution of television broadcast sta 
tions in the several States and communities. 

The economic problem, as it pertains to sponsorship of programs by the time 
buyers and advertisers, is beyond the purview of the authority vested in the 
Commission by the organic act from which it derives its power. There are those 
who would have us move in this area, but this is a business arrangement that 
must be settled without interference from the Commission. 

It will be noted that the present allocation scheme is justified on the 
basis of sound engineering judgment. To my mind, you cannot have 
sound engineering mer nt unless you have considered economics. 
When a br idge is to be built, or a building is to be built, the engineer 
must not only consider the requirements to be justified but also the 
cost of accomplishing this. When I went to school there was a rough 
definition of an engineer, which stated that an engineer was a person 
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definition still holds good today. 

The reason the ultra-high-frequency stations are in trouble today, 
in my estimation, is because of the fact that the Commission has not 
taken economics into consideration in their allocation scheme, and 
when they intermix VHF and UHF stations, it is obvious which one is 
going to come out on top. 

There have been numerous statements by various members of the 
Commission that we should allow the stations and networks to fight 
this thing out in the good old American philosophy of commercial 
competition. We certainly agree with this premise wholeheartedly, 
but it is a difficult situation for some stations and some networks to 
accomplish this with the intermixed allocation scheme we now have. 

[t is like putting one person on a bicycle and another person in a 
jet airplane and having a race between two cities. No matter how 
hard the person on the bicycle tries, he certainly is never going to 
catch up with the person in the jet plane, and I think this ‘analogy 
applies directly to our present situation. 

Much will undoubtedly be said about the technical differences, both 
as concern receivers and transmitters, between VHF and UHF. There 
is no question that there is considerable difference technically between 
VHF and UHF but, as we see it, the fundamental problem of the 
UHF stations is programing. We have studied a number of areas 
and in many of these areas UHF is providing excellent technical 
coverage. 

Recently I had an occasion to make a study in the Albany-Troy- 
Schenectady area where there is 1 VHF station and 2 UHF stations. 
In most locations in this area the UHF stations were providing a 
stronger and crisper picture than the VHF station. 

Yet, when you see what programs are on the different stations, we 
find that the VHF station is carrying practically all network pro- 
grams, whereas the two UHF stations “only ‘arry occasional network 
programs. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I should like to offer an article which 
appeared in the May 6, 1950 issue of Business Week, entitled “No. 1 
TV Problem : Thawing the ‘Freeze.’ ” 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, that will be made a part of 
the record. 


who could do for $1 what any fool could do for $2, and I think this 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 
{From Business Week, May 6, 1950] 


TELEVISION—NO. 1 TV PROBLEM : THAWING THE FREEZ! 
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Industry Wants More Channels, Less Mizing 


Here’s the number of stations that the Nation’s top 20 markets would get 
under (1) the Federal Communications Commission's plan for the TV industry, 
and (2) Du Mont’s counterproposal. 

The blackin sections, show mixing of ultra high frequency and very high 
frequency stations in the same market. The industry argues that this is eco 
nomic poison, that a UHF station would simply have no audience at all where 
everyone in town already has a present-day VHF television set. 

The industry doesn’t underwrite the Du Mont plan, but it approves in 
principle Du Mont’s effort to keep VHF and UHF markets segregated. 

The numbers on the chart represent channels allotted to each city—another 
deep concern of the industry. In more cases than not, Du Mont’s plan would 
increase the allotment. By contrast, the FCC plan allows only 3 or even 2 
channels in many major markets. 

In a few cases, Du Mont has had to cut a channel or two. But against these 
backward revisions, Du Mont stacks the advantage of no intermixture. It insists 
that its plan, though it may hurt a handful of markets, provides a fairer distribu 
tion for the Nation as a whole. 

The Federal Communications Commission is about to move in on the most 
vital issue facing the television industry—unfreezing the freeze. 

Hearings on color television are now dragging their weary way into the final 
stretch. This week FCC announced that a new set of hearings will begin on 
June 5. The subject will be allocations—the vexatious business that brought 
on the freeze in the first place. (The decision on color supposedly will come 
sometime in the early summer.) 

Overlooked—Trouble is that the furor over color has made everyone forget 
what the original issue was all about. Color is a very important matter 
(Business Week, April 1, 1950, p. 19). But it is not nearly so important or 
fundamental as allocations. For what FCC finally does about allocations and 
the freeze will decide the overall pattern of TV. 





Recently, Chairman Wayne Coy of FCC said he hoped the freeze would be 
lifted by year’s end. His hope, though, left the industry in a politely skeptical 
mood. The industry cocks one eye at the schedule and notes that before FCC 
really gets down to business, it must first take up: 

Bell System’s request for an ultra high frequency band for mobile communi- 
cations. This would take a chunk out of the spectrum tentatively allotted to 
TV. Large segments of the industry—including the Television Broadcasters 
Association—oppose the Bell request vigorously. After that, FCC must tackle— 

Technical standards.—In this phase, the experts will have to thrash out the 
involved problems of interference, station separation, wave propagation, and 
similar thorny questions. And when that is all over, FCC will finally have to 
get down to cases with— 

Allocation of channels.—And here’s where the fun begins. At this point in 
the hearings, two hundred-odd interested parties will start beating each other 
over the head to get the channels they want. 

Add to this fact that it will take 2 or more years to get the new licensees on 
the air, and you will see why one industry expert says, “Hell, this is no freeze— 
it’s an ice age.” 

Everyone wants in —Basically, the problem facing FCC is simply that there 
is only so much spectrum to divide up among a list of strongly competitive serv- 
ices—radio, radar, mobile communications, television, ham operators, etc. 

Toward the end of the war, FCC found it had a whopping job to handle 
Radar, one of the two or three major technological developments of war, had 
turned out to work best in the higher frequencies; as a result, engineers worked 
their way up into the spectrum. This opened up the upper stretches of the 
ultra high frequencies. 

At the same time, TV was getting ready to make its public debut. As far as 
TV was concerned, FCC had two major decisions to make: (1) What part of 
the spectrum should be assigned to TV? (2) Should TV be given the green 
light right away, or should FCC wait for further technical developments? 

Thirteen less.—The resultant hearings, called by Chairman Coy the most 
comprehensive in the history of radio, got under way in 1944. During the ses- 
sions. FCC decided to get started on TV right away. Since TV’s possibilities 
in UHF had still to be explored, this meant that for the time being at least TV 
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would be confined to VHF (very high frequency). In 1945, FCC came up with 
the basic groundwork for a nationwide TV system by handing the industry 13 
VHF channels (it later took 1 away again). The Commission figured that 
would give enough room to provide 400 stations in 140 markets. 

But it didn’t. By 1948, when there were only about 50 stations on the air, 
it became obvious that FCC had crowded things much too close. Interference, 
particularly from tropospheric transmission, which bounced TV signals back 
to earth miles from where they should have been, became a real annoyance 
Hence the freeze, which stopped all further allocations when the tally stood 
at 110 licenses. 

Rainbow chasing— FCC then went back into a huddle with the industry, 
mainly with the idea of exploring the UHF band. On July 11, 1949, it came 
ip with a new plan for TV. Just as this was about to go into hearings, FCC 
took off to “chase colored rainbows,” as one industry observer put it. It has 
been chasing them ever since. 

FCC's allocation plan, when it finally gets an airing, will call for the addition 
of 42 UHF channels to the 12 VHF channels now in use. In the VHF range, 
station separation wil be upped from 150 miles to 220 miles for stations on the 
sume channel, and from 75 to 110 miles for stations on adjacent channels. UHF 
stations on the same channel will have to be 200 miles apart; on adjacent chan- 
nels, 100 miles (UHF stations have a shorter broadcasting range). All told, 
on both VHF and UHF, there will be room for some 2,000 stations in about 
1,400 markets. 

Compared to the old program, this looks pretty good. But it isn’t good enough 
to keep the industry from complaining. 

Intermizture—lIn the first place, to shoehorn in all these stations without 
changing wavelengths already assigned, FCC has resorted to intermixture.” 
This simply means mixing VHF and UHF stations in the same area. Under 
FCC’s proposals, only about 40 percent of the Nation’s communities with a 
population of 500,000 and over would have 3 or more channels unmixed. When 
vou get down to the 50,000-to-100,000 level, less than 10 percent would have 3 
channels without mixing. 

The industry says intermixture is economic poison. Take Philadelphia, which 
is earmarked to get 3 VHF channels and 1 UHF channel. It would be suicide, 
argues the industry, to open a station on that UHF channel. There are more 
than 435,000 TV sets in operation in Philadelphia today—sets that receive VHF 
only. Since a converter would cost somewhere in the neighborhood of $25, the 
UHF station would, as a result, have almost no audience at all. 

Stations at whistle stops.—The second thing about FCC’s program that bothers 
the industry is the number of channels allotted to individual markets. For 165 
cities of 50,000 population and over, there would be only 1 or 2 stations. Only 
75 cities would have 4 or more channels. 

All this worries the industry as much as intermixture. Television people say 
that FCC went off the track in its proposed allocations. They charge the Com- 
mission with being more interested in giving a station to every crossroads than 
n giving adequate coverage to the major population centers, 

The industry is afraid that FCC’s failure to provide enough channels in so 
any cases will stifle competition. 

Charge of monopoly.—Du Mont—the only organization that has filed a com- 
prehensive program to counter the FCC’s—goes even further in its Criticism. It 
argues that the FCC plan will help create a monopoly, or at least a “dumonopoly” 
in television. If you leave all those markets with only a handful of stations, 
only 1 or 2 networks will be able to get a look in. These will be the ones that 
line up and can deliver to advertisers the big markets that have only skimpy 
coverage. The other nets will slowly be frozen out. 

For advertisers, says Du Mont, this could have serious repercussions. Many 
of them might find it difficult, if not impossible, to get into the big markets. And 
the publie will get a smaller selection of programs. 

Du Mont’s plan would carve out a larger chunk of the UHF spectrum than 
FCC’s. To begin with, it would give 48 channels to commercial users as against 
FCC's 42. Du Mont would then add another 12 channels to be parceled out on a 
first-come-first-served basis to take care of the forgotten man. Besides this, it 
would set aside 9 channels for noncommercial educational use. 

More for all.—On this foundation, Du Mont would rear a bigger structure 
Under its plan, nearly 100 percent of the cities with a population of 500,000 and 
more would have 3 or more unmixed channels. So it goes down the line. FCC 
would provide only about 30 percent of the cities with 100,000 to 250,000 popu 
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lation with 3 or more unmixed channels; Du Mont would see that 80 percent 
got 3 or more, 

Much the same holds true for the number of channels. Du Mont’s plan would 
give 4 or more channels to 155 cities with a population of 50,000 and more—or 
a little better than twice what FCC proposes. 

Du Mont also claims that it has taken into account several interference factors 
that FCC has not. One of them is the so-called local oscillation of receivers. 
Ibu Mont spaces its channels so that this interference won't occur. 

Drawback.—But—and it’s a big but—Du Mont’s plan has one very serious draw- 
back. To create what it considers an optimum program, Du Mont has had to 
propose that about 30 present stations move from one channel to another, Rea- 
son for most of these moves is that the stations are too close to other stations on 
the same channel—a problem that the industry feels FCC has sidestepped. 

In the cases where the change would involve only moving from one low-band 
VHF channel to another, the cost to the station would be slight. But when you 
have to shift from VHF to UHF—as you would have to in some cases—it would 
really run into money. 

Even more upsetting would be the shifts where Du Mont would clear VHF 
out of a city and make a changeover to UHF. 

Hardship against good.—Du Mont admits this is a pretty drastic step, but 
argues this way : There actually will be only about a dozen hardship cases. Mate! 
this against the general good of the country asa whole. After all somebody has 
to get hurt, and it’s better that only a few do. 

To soften the blow, Du Mont would allow several years for the changeover to 
go through. What’s more, to help station operators in distress, Du Mont for its 
part is willing to take back its own broadcasting equipment at the depreciated 
prices. 

Whether this argument will sway many telecasters—or set owners—is doubt- 
ful. However, Du Mont is willing to compromise in order to save the overall plan. 

Can't please all.—Trouble is, at this late stage, there is simply no perfect plan 
No matter what FCC does, it is going to bring at least one-half of the industry 
down on its neck—and hard. 


Dr. Du Monr. I would just like to state in connection with this 
article in Business Week that it is a concise summary of the proposi- 
tion that we submitted in 1949, and you will find pretty much in this 
article many of the problems that were brought up yesterday that we 
looked ahead in 1949 to what would happen, and pretty much that has 
hs appened in the interim period. 

Senator Porrrer. Doctor, is there any particular reason why Balti- 
more was to be next ? 

Dr. Du Monvr. We tried extremely hard to take care of that situ- 
ation, and it was one of the most difficult to take care of in the United 
States for the number of frequencies available. 

The reason for it, fundamentally, is because of the close proximity 
to the south of Washington and Philadelphia to the north. 

It is more or less the greatest concentration of population, as far as 
television is concerned, and there are just not enough frequencies to 
take care of it. It was the one exception that proved the rule, and if 
you study that plan you will find that we have provided at least 4 VHF 
or 4 UHF stations in 243 markets in the United States. 

So, it is really quite an inclusive plan, and then beside that, in the 
small cities there were a lesser number of stations provided. 

We felt then and we feel even more strongly now about that. 

As to the paragraph beginning at the bottom of page 2 and continu 
ing to the top of page 3, I might explain just briefly the basis for the 
figures I gave there: 

The way this was worked up, and what is really means, is that there 
are 7 markets out of the top 100 that have 4 stations. There are 
30 markets out of the top 100 that have 3 stations, and so forth. I 
mean, that’s the way that particular basis was worked out. 
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Mr. Bergmann will show actually in practice how it worked out. In 
other words, there is some equalizing, and the low will get a few more, 
and the high will not get quite so many. 

Senator Porrer. I was interested in your quoting CBS. Was that 
in areport CBS submitted to the Commission ¢ 

Dr. Du Mont. That is in the official report of the Federal Communi 
cations Commission, in which they simply quoted the testimony of 
CBS, and along those same lines. 

Senator Porrer. When was this? 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. April 14, 1952. 

Dr. Du Monr. Along those same lines, if you look back over the rec- 
ords, you find out that pretty generally most of the people that were 
testifying agreed that intermixing was a bad thing. The big reason 
that people were opposed to this plan, where people were opposed to 
it, was specific cities where it would help them individually to have a 
different channel. 

In other words, they didn’t take an overall look at the entire pic 
ture for the United States, but were interested in one city to get a 
better channel. 

For further and more ample discussion of the UHF technical prob 
lems, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Dr. T. T. Goldsmith, Jr., 
vice president in charge of research for our company. 

T don’t know whether the map has arrived. 

Senator Porrer. Yes; Doctor, that has arrived. 

Dr. Du Mont. We could just bring it in now. 

Senator Porrrer. Before Dr. Goldsmith presents his statement, | 
thing it would be well if we bring in the map, and then if you gentle 
men would care to move in this other room at this time, it might be a 
little more convenient. We will take a 5-minute recess while they 
bring the map in, and move into the other room. 

(Recess taken. ) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS T. GOLDSMITH, JR., VICE PRESIDENT, 
RESEARCH, ALLEN B. DU MONT LABORATORIES, INC. 


Senator Porrer. Dr. Goldsmith, will you please proceed with your 
statement at this time? 

Dr. Gotpsmirn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

lam Thomas T. Goldsmith, Jr., vice president in charge of research 
of the Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc. 

Senator Porrer. Pardon me, Doctor. Because of the crowded con 
dition in the room, in order for everyone to hear the witness, we will 
have to be as quiet as possible. So, if you will show as much courtesy 
as you possibly can, I will appreciate it. 

Excuse me. 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. I have had experience over the last 18 years or so in 
television, and have been present and acting very actively in a great 
many of the industry’s coordinating plans on all occasions and the 
growth of television generally; have participated in many of the FCC 
hearings, and we have tried to work cooperatively with them as to what 
we can do about this television business. 

This is another session in that same endeavor. 

We are concerned in these Senate Committee hearings with a serious 
problem confronting ultya-high frequency, or UHF television through 
out the United States. 
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These 70 new channels recently opened to broadcast television are at 
a very serious disadvantage with respect to the older 12 VHF channels 
under the present very ¢ omplex competitive circumstances. 

I wish to touch briefly upon the circumstances which surrounded the 
establishment of these UHF broade asting channels in the hope that we 
can cast light upon the consideration of these current difficulties and 
help clarify certain possibilities for remedy. 

During the past 10 years, United States television has grown from a 
laboratory novelty to a nationwide communication medium affec ting 
the daily lives of more than 90 percent of the American people. 
During this brief decade, television manufacturing and broadcasting 
has attained the stature of a billion-dollar-a-year industry. 

This tremendous expansion has not been accomplished without grow- 
ing pains. One of these, the so-called freeze, resulted in a moratorium 
on station building which lasted for 3 years. Unfortunately, the sub- 
ject of color television received extended attention during that freeze, 
and unduly delayed the lifting of the freeze, which had primarily 
been instituted merely to determine proper channel allocation 
practices, 

The immediate problem of mutual interference between stations was 
ultimately solved, a large new group of television channels was added 
to the existing 12 VHF channels, a new nationwide allocation plan was 
whophe and television construction once more moved ahead. 

Unfortunately, the decisions accompanying the lifting of the freeze 
contained the seeds which have since grown into an even greater 
proble m. 

The purpose of these hearings is to find a solution to this new prob- 
lem, a solution which will permit further healthy growth of the United 
States television industry. 

We will now review briefly the history of television since the lifting 
of the freeze, demonstrating the causes and effects of the current 
troubles, and finally suggesting possible remedies. 

We have here, over on the side, a map of the United States contain- 
ing 320 small lights. A copy of this map is inserted in the bound 
testimony as exhibit B. By placing a punched card in the switch, 
we may operate any predetermined set of lights. If no card is in- 
serted. all of the lights light. Here we see the top 320 markets in the 
United States. 

By placing this card 3 in the switch, we can limit the lights to the 
top 100 markets. Lists of cities that are shown by this card and en- 
suing cards are inserted in the bound testimony as exhibit C. In the 
ensuing discussion, these 100 markets will be of principle interest. 

These markets have been chosen primarily on the basis of popula- 
tion. However, in certain cases, cities well served by neighboring 
large cities have been deleted and certain isolated cities have been 
added. For example, Brockton, Mass., well served by Boston stations, 
has been deleted, and Madison, Wis., a large market not otherwise 
served, has been added. 

Here we see the top 320 markets in the United States. That takes 
us down to cities of the order of 50,000 nominal population, and is down 
Ww he ‘re television must exist if you are going to serve most of the people. 


$v placing this card, No. 3, in the switch, we can limit the lights 
just to the top 100 markets. 
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There is a hole punched for each of those cities. That is just the 
top 100 markets, and we may want to use that card again and again 
to limit us to the big markets to see what the financial support can 
sponsor. 

Senator Porrer. That will take you down to a population of about 
what ? 

Dr. Gortpsmiru. Takes us down to a population of something like 
300,000 people in the television-service area. 

Now, there is disargeement with a city listing, because television 
service area out to 50 miles or so doesn’t agree with market surveys a: 
we are currently accustomed to reading them, but it is more practical 
from a television-broadcast standpoint to consider the service area. 

Lists of cities that are shown by this card are inserted in the bound 
testimony as exhibit C. In the back of the book you have detailed 
lists of these cities, and they go by card number. For example, exhibit 
C comprises about half of the back portion of the book there, and a 
little description at the top of each list points out what can tie with 
the cards, as well as describe them. 

In the ensuing discussion, these 100 markets will be of principal 
interest. 

These markets have been chosen primarily on the basis of popula 
tion. However, in certain cases, cities well served by neighboring 
large cities have been deleted, and certain isolated cities have been 
added further down the line, as mentioned. So we get the top 100 
important television markets from a commercial standpoint and a 
public-interest standpoint. 

Now, what is UHF television? As is well known, all television re 
ceivers now in the hands of the public are equipped to receive 12 tele 
vision channels. These are called the VHF, or very high frequency 
channels, and lie between the frequencies of 54 and 216 megacycles. 

With the lifting of the freeze, a new portion of the spectrum was 
allocated to television broadcasting. The channels therein are called 
UHF or ultra high frequency and lie between the frequencies, for tele 
vision purposes, of 470 and 890 megacycles. 

The millions of receivers in the hands of the public when the freeze 
was lifted could not receive the UHF channels without substantial 
additional investment by the owners, the initial available UHF trans 
mitter power was small relative to the available VHF transmitter 
power, and UHF receivers were, temporarily at least, inferior in per 
formance to VHF receivers. 

Because of these conditions, it was strongly urged by some that a 
national allocation plan be adopted which would minimize the inte 
mixture of UHF and VHF in any given market. 

As an example of what could be accomplished, a nonintermix plan 
was prepared in 1949, and submitted by Du Mont to the Federal 
Communications Commission. This plan utilized the 12 VHF chan 
nels plus an additional 48 UHF channels at that time on a completely 
nonintermix basis. 

Under this plan, cards Nos, 104 and 3 show those cities in the top 
!00 markets which would have had 4 or more nonintermixed channels. 
There were 92 such cities. 

The FC: however, decided during the hearings, upon the advice 
of some in the industry, that UHF would have a better chance of 
success if UHF stations were placed in the biggest markets along with 
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VHF. It was further decided that no operating stations or con- 
struction-permit holders would be required to change from a VHF 
toa UHF channel. Thus, the current plan was adopted. Under this 
plan, only these cities in the top 100 markets as shown by card No, 105 
have at least 4 similar service ¢ hannels. There are 14 such cities. 


The issuance of the FCC’s sixth report and order, making possible 
grants for new stations after July 1, 1952, opened the floodgates. 
Hundreds of new applications were filed, the Commission speeded up 


its processing methods and within a few weeks new stations were 
coming on the air. By the middle of 1953, the rate had reached one 
a day. 

In the sixth report and order the Commission had recognized cer- 
tain technical inequalities between the UHF and VHF transmissions. 
It had sought to rectify these inequalities by permitting UHF stations 
aun effective radiated power 10 times as great as was permitted low- 
band VHF stations. 

Unfortunately, the transmitter industry and the construction-per- 
mit holders were unable to take advantage of that particular oppor 
tunity. No one knew how to build a 50,000-watt UHF television 
transmitte ir. 

Consequently, the great majority of the UHF stations started op 
eration with a 1000-watt transmitter, which with an antenna gain of 
20 could give 1 million watts of effective radiated power. Conse- 
quently the great majority had an antenna gain of 20, giving them 
20,000 watts effective radiated power. Furthermore, the sensitivity 
of the UHF receivers was considerably lower than that of the VHF 
receivers, and finally, they cost more. 

We wish to make one point very clear. There is nothing funda- 
mentally wrong with UHF television from a technical point of view. 
Given the proper incentive, the technical difficulties outlined above 
will prove transitory. UHF can and in some cases is providing a 
television service at least as good as that being provided on VHF. 

In many areas there had been no television until after the lifting of 
the freeze. In a few of these, the first station on the air operated on 

UHF channel. In these areas, this was television, and it was widely 
acclaimed. Unfortunately, in most areas, the new UHF stations did 
not introduce the people to television. Well-entrenched VHF stations, 
carrying all of the best programs, had been in operation for several 
vears. In these areas, there was little incentive for the public to equip 
their television sets to receive the new UHF stations. 

A vicious circle ensued. Beeause the UHF broadcaster had no 
audience, he was unable to obtain the necessary advertising support 
either nationally or locally to provide attractive programs. Because 
he lacked good programing, the public had no incentive to convert 
their receivers. Thus, his audience failed to grow substantially. 
Today many of these UHF pioneers are in serious trouble. Several 
UHF stations have already been forced to cease operation and as this 
hearing shows, many more will follow unless something can be done 
to eliminate the unhealthy cemematiaienn situation now existing. 

VHF itself has a frequency spread of 4 to 1 in megacycles. Chan 
nel 13, for example, is four times the frequency of channel 2; 250 
megacycles to 50 megacycles. Now, the lowest UHF channel is 450 
megacycles, and the highest is 216, a ratio of about 2 to 1 in frequenc; v. 
That means there is nothing wrong with UHF channels as such. They 
iust vot here too late. 
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We have 100 AM channels in the AM broadcasting for the last 
thirty-odd years. We certainly need 82 TV channels to give a nation 
wide service; 12 frequencies of VHF is not sufficient alone to do it, 
ind the only part of this spectrum where there is room for television 
sti MS UHF. Wehaveto make good use of it. 

Unless something can be done, and done very quickly, to eliminate 
the unhealthy competitive situation now existing, many more UHF 
tations will he forced to cease their operations. 

| would like to inte ‘pose a comment there: 

The individual stations have a lot to tell you about their troubles, 
because of the Madison Avenue effect. ‘They don’t think the adver 
tiser wants to know they may be in trouble, but perhaps I can assure 
you, on a collective basis for the whole United States, that there is 


ee serious trouble, and we've got to do something about it. The 
pressure that has been put on you from other quarters indicates the 
Sil » thing. 


Seeder Hunr. The point is I think the people on Madison Avenue 
now understand the situation. 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. We will now illustrate on the light map exactly how 
serious this situation is. 

As of April 15, 1954, a convenient cutoff date for currency of this 

ip, these cities in the United States, as shown by card No. 6, had at 
least one operating television station. There were 197 such cities or 
market areas. 

So, you can see it is very widespread over the population of the 
country. 

Phat is only one service. 

Senator Porrer. But they have at least one or just one / 

Dr. Gotpsmirn. At least one. That is one or more television services 

neach of these 197 cities. 

Now, there are a few beyond this light map, 320, but they are still 
smaller cities. They perhaps have one station, but this is a significant 
trend of the whole country, even there. 

VHF stations were operating in these cities shown by card 80 
that is, VHF television stations—and they could, of course, be received 
by anyone with a television set—143 cities. 

UHF stations were operating in these 87 cities as shown by card 
No. 7—that is UHF—but their audience consisted only of those people 
who had gone to the additional expense of converting their receivers 
or buying new, all-band receivers. 

That isthe UHF situation today. 

Senator Porrrer. Are those stations on the air? 

Dr. GotpsmirH. Those are one or more UHF onthe air. 

Now, you can see here a geographic and probably an economic sup 
port spread on a map, which is quite different from the impact you 
get with a list of cities or with charts that show quantity. 

This is a geographic and service area portrayal of what television 

is, and this isthe UHF stations on the air. 

Senator Porrer. That is very graphic. 

Dr. Gotpsmirnu. It is of interest to consider the network alinement 
of these stations. 

The lights and maps present a pictorial idea of geographic dis- 
tribution, whereas other exhibits we will show later will present in 
chart form some of the quantitative and economic aspects of station 
operation and network affiliation. 
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Past and present network radio affiliations and other factors of 
economic self-interest have naturally brought the powerful, well- 
established VHF stations and the strongest television networks to- 
gether. The result is that in these 62 cities, indicated by card No. 13, 
which is detailed in the back, in the top 100 markets, one of the large 
networks has primary VHF outlets—these 62 cities—whereas card 14 
shows that in only these 20 cities, in the top 100 markets, - this 
same network have primary UHF outlets. 

This is UHF outlets, on one of the large networks. 

It will be noted that there is no VHF outlet now operating in most 
of these cities. 

You can look at a great many of the cities there, and you will find 
Scranton, Pa., has no VHF. So, obviously it goes to U, and it is one 
of the top 100 markets. 

Tampa, Fla., currently has no UHF on the air, though there were 
two VHF applicants for which there is multiple application pending. 

On the one hand—let’s look at 1 of the smaller networks—1 of the 
2 smaller networks has VHF primary affiliates in only these 15 cities, 
indicated by card 17, compared with a large network having outlets 
in 62 cities, all but 1 of which have at least 3 VHF stations in oper- 
ation. 

In other words, we have gotten into those 15 cities perhaps on a 
part-time basis, because there are many of these on the air, whereas 
this same smaller network, as shown by card 18, has primary UHF 
affiliates in these 24 markets. 

The mutual dependence of UHF stations and the smaller networks 
becomes immediately apparent. Without the UHF stations, these 
networks would have very few affiliates and without the smaller net 
works the UHF stations would have no programing. 

It is well known that several stations have recently ceased opera- 
tions. 

We will consider only those in the top 100 markets because in these 
markets additional television stations could be supported. 

Now, we have a double-card structure. We can put 2 cards at once 
and get the product of the 2 cards. In other words, we can have the 
situation for the entire United States and then put in the 100-station 
limit and see just those in the top markets. 

We will use that double-card technique a little from here on. 

Let us first see, by inserting cards 3 and 11, where in the top 100 
markets VHF construction permits have been returned. 

There is one—only one light comeson. That isa VHF turned in, in 
the top 100 markets. 

There are two stations already operating in El Paso, and this market 
is, of course, one of the smaller top 100, and that was actually a case 
where the fellow decided to go in with one of the others. So, one 
dropped out. There is still VHF service there. 

On the other hand, by inserting cards 3 and 12, we find that DHF 
construction permits have been relinquished in these 16 markets. 

It will be appreciated that such cities as Buffalo, Dayton, Indianap- 
olis, St. Louis, could readily support additional television stations. 

Sentator Porrer. We lost Buffalo. 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. Allright. There itis. Itison now. 

We have a little problem with the map in making all of the pinball 
points work. 


Commissioner Hennock. We had quite a problem with Buffalo. 
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Dr. Gotpsmiru. But you see these are big cities that can well sup- 
port additional television services. They failed in UHF because of 
the competitive situation. 

It has been noted that the VHF stations naturally become affiliated 
with the larger networks. But, in cities where at least two VHF sta- 
tions are operating these stations are almost invariably affiliates of the 
two larger networks. 

A UHF station coming into such a market must start out with no 
audience and inferior programing, from both a quality and quantity 
point of view. Accordingly, the public has little incentive to convert 
and the audience does not grow rapidly. 

Now, card 81 indicates the 51 cities now—that is April 15, 1954 
having at least 2 VHF stations operating—51 cities having at least 2 
VHF stations operating. 

Now, by removing card 81 and inserting card 7, the 87 cities having 
at least one UHF station are shown. 

That isone UHF. 

By reinserting card 81—— 

Senator Porrrer. Is that UHF alone? 

Dr.Gotpsmiru. No. We will come to that in a moment. 

The combination cards will show that story. 

By inserting card 81, the V’s, two V’s, together with card 7, the one 
or more U’s, we see those cities where at least 2 VHF stations and 1 
UHF station are in operation. There are only 10 such cities and these 
are facing extremely strong competition in those 10 cities. 

Apparently it is not sound economics for a UHF station to attempt 
to compete with two VHF stations. 

There is a question on Dayton, for example, there. 

Some of these stations have begged permission to hold up until 
maybe this Senate investigation can give them a new lease on life. 

So, some of our cities are kept on the list as expecting to go back into 
business perhaps, but they have shown definite signs of failure by 
stopping temporarily servicing the public. So, there may be some dis- 
parity between the lists that you have. 

Let us see what this means in the future. 

Card 72 shows that under the allocation plan the Commission has 
allocated UHF channels to these 288 cities in the 320 markets of the 
country—the top 820 markets of the country. 

Looking at card 69 instead, we see that at least 2 VHF channels 
have been allocated to these 118 cities. The lights show the cities 
before the stations are in operating condition. Now, this is a forecast 
for the future, that is, the allocated conditions if you had full 
occupancy. 

These are the 118 cities which have been allocated to at least 2 VHF 
channels. 

By inserting card 8 along with cards 69 and 72, we find that in the 
top 100 markets at least 2 VHF and 1 UHF stations have been allo- 
cated to these 64 cities. 

Unless a competitive picture is radically changed, we may reason- 
ably expect most of these UHF allocations will never be used. 

Another illustration showing why we may expect this can be 
obtained by examining the UHF conversion situation, where people 
have changed over their sets to receive UHF. 

Card No. 96 shows that at least 50 percent of the receivers in these 44 
markets are equipped to receive UHF signals, and once again card 81 
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stations, where more than half of the receivers are equipped to view 
the UHF station. There are only two such cities. 

Actually, these two cities—— 

Senator Pastore. Would you name them, please ¢ 

Dr. Gotpsmaru. Duluth, Minn., and Jackson, Miss. 

These two cities Duluth, Minn., and Jackson, Miss.,—are more 
than 75 percent converted. However, in both these cities the DHF 
station was on the air several months before the VHF station settled 
down and got their grants and got on the air. So, the priority of UHF 
there can pretty w ell account for those stations still going. 

This card shows clearly in those areas where the ‘public can receive 
at least two VHF stations there is essentially no incentive to convert 
their receivers for UHF reception. 

Jac kson, Mien. ., down there, is estimated to have 17,000 receivers. It 
has got 2 V’s on the air and 1 U on the air, and a city that size—well, 
there is more in the fringe—we don’t know whether the U can really 
hold out ; but in present circumstances those are the 2 cities that fill this 
bill. 

It has been established that relatively few UHF stations are being 
built where VHF competition is strong. 

It has further been established that in areas where VHF reception 
is available receiver conversion is low. 

We will now examine the current UHF stations in the light of 
VHF competition which they may expect under the allocation plan. 

Here, once more, is card 7, which shows the 87 cities now having 
UHF stations, and this card, No. 9, shows the 8 cities currently hav- 
ing no VHF station closer than 75 miles. 

they have got no VHF service from a city that is closer to the cen- 
ter of that station than 75 miles. 

In several cases, however, additional VHF channels have been 
allocated and will ultimately be built. 

This card 103 shows all of the currently operating UHF stations 
which, under the plan, will never have VHF competition closer than 
75 miles. 

Senator Pastore. Name that one. 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. One light comes on, That is Fort Wayne, Ind. 
That has no fringe interference, let’s say—one city. 

Senator Porrrer. They have it made. 

Senator Hunt. That is monopoly, isn’t it ¢ 

Dr. Gotpsmiru. There is 1 station on the air in Fort Wayne, and 
there is heavy competition for the other—2 UHF allocations to 
that city. 

That has a chance of getting going, except that manufacturers 
would hardly go very far to getting prices down in behalf of one 
city out of the whole United States. 

i think it can be concluded that Fort Wayne is now and will con- 
tinue to bea good UHF market. 

Conclusions: In summary, perhaps some of the most important 
re he for the present UHF difficulty are the following : 

The relative distribution of VHF and UHF “throughout the 


U nited States does not permit competitive opportunity for UHF 
oper ation. 








shows the 51 cities in which 2 or more VHF stations are now operating. 
Inserting both cards, we see those cities having at least two VHK 
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The economic factors of television support have not received 
adequate emphasis in the allocation tables. 

7 VHF television had a long head start over UHF television. 

The public has less than 10 percent of its total of 30 receivers 
equipped for reception of UHF. 

. UHF stations require excellent programs to encourage set con 
version, but advertising support of such programing requires first 
a high percentage of set conversion—that vicious cyc 

6. UHF apparatus, while rapidly improving, Same not reached the 
stage of technical perfection experienced in VHF, largely due to its 
1auch more recent introduction. 

I might point out, Senator Potter, we have a great many more cards 
that analyze other phi uses of this situation, and Mr. Robert Wakem: in, 
who has very ably handled the map for us, will be here and if you 
have questions it may just be we have cards that will visualize and 
clarify for you some of the other points. 

Senator Porrrr. I appreciate that because we can use it all through 
the hearing, if it can be made available. 

Dr. GotpsmirH. Well, it will be here for your use. 

Incidentally, we used maps of this type with the Federal Communi 
cations Commission in the course of the hearings in Washington. 
We brought 2 16-foot maps down, 1 with the F CC plan and 1 with 
the Du Mont plan, the 2 side by side, with cards, which showed the 
whole story, and I think it does aid in assisting in planning. 

The 16 maps, incidentally, have the complete status shown around 
each city. It is big enough to where we have pins that show the 
existing stations that are allocated, the ones for which applications are 
pending, the construction permits granted and the channel numbers, 
and the operating stations, and you can put a variety of cards on 
there. I think we probably have a thousand or so punchcards to show 
different analyses factors in television. 

I have tried to present some of the technical and allocation factors 
involved in this complex problem. There are very important eco 
nomic and public-service problems which face the broadcaster and the 
network operator which can more readily be discussed by the director 
of the broadcast division of Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., and 
we should like to call on Mr. Theodore G. Bergmann to give you his 
report on these matters. 

Mr. Bergmann. 

Thank you, Senator Potter. 

Senator Porrrer. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE G. BERGMANN, DIRECTOR OF BROAD- 
CASTING, ALLEN B. DU MONT LABORATORIES 


Mr. Beroemann. Mr. Chairman, I have some charts. I wonder if 
we can get them set up ? 

Senator Porrer. Al] right. 

Mr. BerGMann. Weare ready, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Bergmann. 

Mr. Beromann. My name is Theodore G. Bergmann. I reside 
113 Searingtown Road, Manhasset, N. Y., and I am appearing here 
today in my capacity as Director of Broadcasting of Allen B. Du 
Mont Laboratories, Inc. 
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You have heard a discussion of the technical considerations relating 
to ultra-high-frequency television broadcasting. I would like now to 
turn to the commercial and public-service considerations, especially 
as they relate to network telecasting. 

On October 20, 1950, we appeared before the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission during the course of the hearings on the Du Mont 
allocations plan and made the following statement, and I quote: 

Unless there are a sufficiency of channels in the major metropolitan areas 
which do and can support national advertising, the number of competitive net- 
works will be limited. 

Today we are prepared to illustrate to you how events have trans- 
pired to prove out this statement, beyond argument. 

However, before we do, I think it would be well to examine the 
national economy in respect to advertising in general and television 
in particular in order to determine its ability to support 4 outlets in 
all of the top markets and assure 4 national television networks. 

During the past 5 years, or since 1949, we have been a part of a 
growth of a national advertising medium which has been nothing 
short of phenomenal. In 1949 national advertising expenditures were 
approximately $2.9 billion. That same year national television, con- 
sisting of network and national spot expenditures, totaled to $49.2 
million or approximately 1.7 percent of the total national advertising 
expenditures. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man a question. 

Senator Porrer. Yes, Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator ScHorrret. Now, in newspaper advertising I presume they 
have something like a uniform rate. I am asking this question because 
I don’t know anything about your rates—the rates that are charged 
for television advertising. 

Now, have the television advertisers gotten together on a kind of 
uniform scale of charges for television advertising ¢ 

Mr. Beremann. Not to my knowledge, Senator. The rates in tele- 
vision are set to be commensurate with the amount of circulation that 
each station delivers within its own market, and there is no uniformity. 

Asa matter of fact, some stations, if you examine the rates through- 
out the country, charge a higher rate for less circulation than do other 
stations which charge a lower rate for more circulation. 

Senator Scnorrret. Well, that is what I wanted to get at. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask a question on that point ? 

Mr. BeraMann. Surely, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. Are the rates higher where you have one channel 
in the city than where you have several channels ? 

Mr. Beremann. Well, I haven’t examined that recently, Senator, 
but it would be my impression that that is so; yes, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. In other words, where there is lack of competi- 
tion, the rates are higher. 

Mr. Beremann. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Do you know whether anybody has made an 
analysis of these advertising ratios ? 

Mr. BeremMann. From what point of vow, Senator ? 

Senator Scnorrren. Well, in some of these cities where they have 
2 competing networks, or, say, 3 competing networks, I wonder if some 
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‘lace down the line, if somebody has it, so the committee would have 
‘he benefit of that information ¢ 

Mr. BeroMann. I think that is something we could work up for 
you Senator. Lam not prepared with it today. 

Senator Scnorrre.. I understand that. 

Senator Porrer. Could you do that, and supply it to the committee é 

Mr. BergMann. Surely. 

Mr. Benepict P. Corronr (counsel for UHF Industry Coordinating 
Committee). Mr. Chairman, this is Melvin Goldberg, who is the * 
ndustries economic consultant. 

I hope you will forgive the interruption, but it may save some time. 

Senator Porrrr. All right. 

Mr. Mervin A. Gotppera (economic consultant, UHF Industry 
Coordinating Committee). At the time the original allocation plan 
was set up, | was working for the Du Mont network, and at that time 
we did submit to the FCC an analysis of station rates, breaking out 
those to single station markets, and multiple stations, and there teided 
to be a higher rate. 

It is in direct proportion to the set circulation, but it tended to be a 
higher rate than for the multiple, and if you wish I can get that data 
ind bring it up. 

Senator Porrer. Would you do that ? 

Mr. Gouppere. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrer. Thank you. 

You may continue, Mr. Bergmann. 

Mr. Beremann. In 1953 the total national advertising expenditures 
nereased to $4.5 billion and national television represented 11.7 per- 
ent of the total, or approximately $530 million. 

On the basis of a weighted and conservative projection, it is antici- 
pated that at the end of the next 5 years national advertising expendi- 
tures will have increased to slightly more than $6 billion per year. 

The national advertising expe nditure projections indicate that ad- 
vertisers could continue to increase their television budgets and de- 
mand for time from 11.7 percent of the national dollar in 1953 to 20.7 
percent in 1958, resulting in billings of $1.25 billion in 1958, for na- 
tional television. 

Now this could be done only if they are to handle such a volume. 

Incidentally, these figures do not include local support, which a sta 
tion garners from its own community, and usually represents 20 to 25 
percent of its total. 

Senator Porrer. This is just national advertising handled through 
the networks, I assume. 

Mr. Beremann. No; it is national advertising handled through the 
network on a national spot basis. The placement by a national adver- 
tiser of programs or station-break announcements in local areas 
throughout the country. 

Senator Porrrr. How is that national advertising broken down be- 
tween the four major networks, A, B and C and D. 

Mr. Beremann. We are going to come to that, if I may, Mr. Chair 
man. ; 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Beremann. It might be interesting to note at this point that 
national radio billings at their peak were $406 million or approxi 
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mately one third of our projection for television 5 years hence. Based 
on the ratio between advertising dollars and gross national product 
for the entire country, television’s $530 million in 1953 represented a 
movement of almost $25 billion worth of gross national products and 
services. 

In 1958 it is anticipated, if allowed to achieve its full potential, tele 
vision will be responsible for the movement of almost $60 billion 
worth of national products and services. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Porrer. Surely, Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunt. How much has the radio advertising dropped in the 
last 5 years? Percentagewise, iow much? 

Mr. Beromann. I believe we have those figures. 

Senator Hunr. If you don’t have them available, I would appreciate 
having them later. I would just like to know the exact impact of 
television on radio broadcast advertising. 

Mr. Beremann. Allrightsir. We have them. 

Senator Porrer. Do you know whether radio advertising has in- 
creased or decreased ? 

Mr. Beromann. My impression of the figures is that it has main- 
tained somewhere between $300 million and $400 million. That is 
national spot and network radio. It hit its peak, I believe, in 1946, of 
this $406 million. 

Senator Porrer. That is sort of leveling off now ? 

Mr. Beremann. That’s right. 

Senator Pasrorr. And while you are doing that, could you give us 
statistics on how many radio stations own television stations ¢ 

[ mean, it interlocks pretty well; doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Bercmann. It certainly does. 

Senator Pastore. Whatever fluctuations you had on radio, they 
picked it up on television. It is still about the same ownership, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Beremann. There is still a lot of the same ownership. We had 
examined one network, and found out of the top 100 markets, as we 
will say here a little later, I believe the figure was—this network was 
able to clear 80, but 53 of those 80 were radio affiliates of that same 
network. 

Senator Pastore. Over 50 percent. 

Mr. Beromann. Yes, sir. 

Thus, not only do we have an economy which will be able to sup- 
port national television at almost 2.5 times its present size but one 
which will be dependent upon it for the sale of goods representing 
12 percent of its total volume. 

In order to achieve this promising future and assimilate billings 
such as those I have described, television must be able to present cir- 
culation and availability to advertisers. Both of these are depend- 
ent upon a sufficiency of outlets in the major market areas of the 
country. 

It is our firm conviction that one way in which this existence cai 
be assured is through the promulgation of four healthy television 
networks. . 

Senator Porrer. Why do you say 4, because there are 4 now? 
Could it be 5 or 6? 


Mr. Beremann. It could possibly be more, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Porrer. You say—— 

Mr. Beramann. Four has been a traditional number, as carried 
over from radio. "Tf these billings build sufficiently, there could even 
be 5, if there were enough outlets to handle 5. 

In accordance with the sixth report and order adopted April 11, 
1952, this sufficiency was theoretically provided for by the allocation 
of UHF channels operating in competition with VHF frequency 
channels in many of the same market areas. Any station in order 
to be competitive, regardless of its frequency, must have access to 
equally attractive program sources, 

This becomes an even more acute problem in the operation of a 
UHF station telecasting in competition with a VHF station where 

at VHF station has built up an audience prior to the entrance of 

UHF station due to the fact that the progr: ae on the UHF 
station must create an incentive on the part of the local viewers 
through its attractiveness to spend additional money to convert their 
receivers and establish viewership. 

The greatest source of top-rated, attractive programing has tradi 
tionally been the networks. However, the ability of a network to 
program strongly is directly related to the net work’s ability to achieve 
circulation and, consequently, advertiser support. 

It stands to reason that an advertiser cannot afford to purchase 
a $20,000 weekly program and place it on a mere handful of stations. 
Program expenditures must be tailored to fit station clearances and 
be commensurate with the circulation achieved. 

This factor holds true for both network and advertiser alike. 
Neither can afford to maintain programs whose costs are dispropor 
tionate to their circulation. This applies to public service program 
expenditures by the networks as well. 

I might explain that the network’s source of income results from the 
moneys from advertisers which it is able to retain after paying its sta- 
tions, its interconnection costs, and its operating overhead. 

If a network is unable to clear stations, this income must necessarily 
be curtailed. However, the network must still maintain its operation 
overhead and its interconnection costs which then become dispro- 
portionate to its income. 

An example is the purchase of interconnection facilities between 
cities. American Telephone & Telegraph supplies these facilities 
under Government-approved tariffs which take no cognizance of the 
station searcity along the cable routes. 

One example is the purchase by the Du Mont network of cable be- 
tween New York and Chicago. Along this route there are 41 cities 
which have television outlets. The network is required to purchase 
5 hours a day, 30 days a month, in order to maintain a favorable rate 
from A. T. & T. 

The 41 vities when multiplied by the 240 cable hours per month 
produce a potential usage of this facility of 9,840 hours of station time 
monthly. However, because of the preponderance of single- and dual 
station cities within these 41 cities between New York and Chic: ago, the 
Du Mont Television Network can only clear 736 hours monthly, or be 
tween 7 and 8 percent of its potential. The cost of the cable, however, 
remains the same. 

In the United States today, we are operating on 2 cylinders of a 4 
cylinder engine—at half capacity. The result is that television is only 
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half able to serve the public interest and contribute to the national 
economy. In other words, we are living in a 2-network economy when 
we should be enjoying a 4-net work economy. 

May I illustrate: 

It is axiomatic that a network in order to achieve a real state of 
health and to interest advertisers, thereby enhancing its ability to pro- 
gram attractively, must be in a position to offer clearance to national 
advertisers in the top 100 market places of the country. 

For the purpose of these illustrations, we have taken the top 100 
markets and we will examine them in the light of physical television 
facilities. 

I direct your attention to the chart, and that is reproduced as exhibit 
D in your book. 

Prior to the lifting of the freeze in July of 1952, all networks were 
operating on hope. We see here if we take the theoretical position 
that one network was able to achieve the maximum clearance in any 
single time period which you might select, we find that fortunate net- 
work only able to clear time in 58 of the top 100 markets. 

In the same time period, due to the fact that 35 of the 58 were 
markets which contained only 1 station, a second network was able to 
clear 23 markets. However, 11 of those 25 contained only 2 stations; 
thus, network 3 could clear only 12 markets, while network 4 had to 
content itself with only 4 markets due to the fact that network 3’s 12 
markets contained 8 areas in which there are only 3 stations. 

Now, this does not bear a direct relationship to the actual clearances. 
We are just demonstrating the physical facilities, physical outlets 
that were available with four networks operating simultaneously. 

Senator Porrrr. What you are saying there is that network No. 4 
at that time could only—had a chance to market when there were 4 
stations: isthat correct ? 

Mr. Beremann. That is correct. 

Senator Porrrr. And 3 when there were 3 stations; is that right? 

Mr. Beromann. That is correct. 

\t this point the freeze was lifted, and for the first time in 314 years 
new stations began to come into existence and we see the picture 
changing in this form. It is now possible, in any given time period, 
for network 1 to clear 96 out of the top 100 United States markets. 

However, we still have with us the single-station market problem, 
as you will note. Network 2 can only simultaneously clear time in 65 
markets because of the continued existence of 31 single-station mar 
kets. Network 3 has a potential of only 24 markets due to the fact 
that we still have 41 markets in which there are only 2 stations, and, 
finally, network 4 can clear time in only 8 markets which contain 4 
more stations, but we have added a dimension—UHF. 

The clearance of 96 markets is made possible only through the uti 

lization of 23 UHF stations. In order to clear 65 markets our second 
network finds itself employing 29 UHF stations. To clear 24 markets, 
our third network must utilize 8 UHF stations, and, finally, our fourth 
network must employ > UHF stations to achieve its 8-market time 
clearance. 

Now, it is interesting to note, and I might say somewhat sympto 
matic, that the preponderance of UHF employment is in the 1- and 
2-station markets, while the 3- and 4-station markets contain a total 
of only 11 UHF stations. The reason for this situation is obvious 
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UHF has a chance for existence only where any one of these following 
aan occur: 

. The st: ation has noe ompe tition; 

The station ’s competi ition is only VHF; or 

The station’s competition is only one other station, regardless of 
BN an itis VHF or UHF. Under the sixth report and order, the 
Federal Communications Commission has provided for this total oper 
ation if all of the allocations were utilized in the top 100 markets. 

We now see network 1 capable of clearing time in a total of L00 out 
of the 100 markets. 

In the same time period, network 2 could conceivably clear 100 out 
of the 100 also, since we no longer have any single station market 

i the top LOO. 

Network 3 is capable of clearing time at the same time in 79 of 

: and network 4, 53 out of the top LO but let’s leok at UHF. 
Network 1 must employ only 12 UHF stations now. Network 
UHF stations, or approximately one-third. Network 3 must use 
19 UHF stations out of a total of 79, and network 4, 46 stations out 
of a total of 53 markets reached. 

However, as prey iously demonstrated itise tremely doubt ful under 
present circumstances whether these UHF stations will ever come 
into existence to service networks 3 or 4 due to local competition. 

Now, up to this time we have been talking in pure theoretical terms 
based on total allocation and one network gathering unto itself all 
of the prime clearances with the second, third, and fourth networks 
ranging down the scale, each one utilizing the leavings of those rank 
ing ahead. 

Let’s examine the picture as it exists today in actual practice. 

Based on a study conducted at our request by one of the leading 
o— ast research organizations, we arrived at conclusions regarding 

tual networks based on clearance enjoyed by each of the four operat 
ing networks. These results are embodied in this chart. Our con 
clusions as to whether or not an assignment of a station in the top 
100 markets to an individual network was arrived at by weighing the 
amount of clearance that network achieved during the hours of 6 p. m. 
to midnight, 7 nights per week, during a typical week. 

Each network’s clearance was weighed in proportion to its total 
offerings, and nighttime was chosen because all four networks do 
operate simultaneously during these hours. Thus, we arrive at the 
following: 

NBC is currently clearing 82 of these top 100, of which 20 are 
UHF stations. However, an examination of these 20 UHF stations 
reveals that 15 of them are in single or dual-station markets where 
we already noted UHF ean compete, 

CBS is clearing time regularly in 76 of the 100 markets utilizing 
20 UHF stations, 14 of which are contained in single- or dual-station 
markets. 

ABC is clearing 51 of the 100 markets but must utilize 31 UHF 
outlets in order to achieve this clearance. 

Seventeen are in single- and dual-station markets, and 14 are in 3 
or more station markets and, finally, Du Mont’s regular clearance 
consists of 39 markets with a total of 16 VHF’s and 23 UHF’s, 
of which are in single- and dual-station markets. 

As a rule of thumb, we might naturally assume since the CBS and 
NBC program schedules outweigh in values the ABC and Du Mont 
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schedules, with very few exceptions, in the single- and dual-station 
markets, ABC and Du Mont must content themselves with delayed 
and fringe-time clearances, while NBC and CBS enjoy live clearance 
in preferred time. 

Now, the point which is obvious from this illustration is that in 
order to exist, the two networks whose clearance is limited must be 
dependent upon the success of UHF in multistation markets. 

The manifestation of the clearance problem is clearly illustrated in 
a study of the networks’ billings over the past 5 years. 

These network billings bear a direct relationship to the total amount 

of time clearance enjoyed by each network. 

NBC in 1949 billed $6.5 million and, as a result of its ability to 
clear stations, has increased its billing to 96.6 million in 1953. 

CBS started in 1949 with $3.4 million yearly and increased to 
$97.5 million in 1953. 

ABC, with $1.4 million in 1949, with much less clearance than the 
previous two networks, has been able to increase its billing only to 
$21.1 million. 

Du Mont, with $1 million in 1949, finding itself in a situation more 
comparative to ABC than to NBC and CBS, came up with $12.4 mil- 
lion in 1953. 

Both ABC and Du Mont, as a result of the billings on this chart 
have been forced to maintain continual investments in their networks 
in order to stay alive. Speaking for Du Mont, this investment has 
been considerable and up to this point there is little chance of its re- 
covery. However, I am certain, if these prospects are changed, both 
Du Mont and ABC can ultimately show a profit in their network 
operation. ; 

From these charts we may then arrive at some very definite con- 
clusions: 

1. Two networks enjoy 85 percent of the total network advertising 
revenue. As a result of lack of clearance opportunities, the other 2 
networks must be content to divide between them the remaining 15 
percent. 

2. The 2 networks which are on the short end of the billing are 
dependent upon UHF outlets for more than 50 percent of their 
clearance. 

3. Asa result of lessened advertiser support the two low networks do 
not have an opportunity to build programing capable of creating cir- 
culation through receiver conversion in the intermixed markets. We 
have seen numerous UHF stations close their doors in markets where 
competition from two VHF stations carrying the CBS and NBC 
program schedules, leaving only the ABC and Du Mont schedules to 
the UHF. 

If the situation is allowed to continue as currently, there is no doubt 
in my mind that the existence of four competitive networks is not 
possible. If as a result of this situation, two networks are all that 
survive, the country is then faced with a situation which will manifest 
itself in the following ways: 

1. The viewing public will have available to it just 2 sources of 
network programing rather than 4. 

2. Television stations in all except the top few metropolitan areas 
will be limited to two in number which must result in an almost com- 
plete elimination of public-service programing and local advertising, 
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for stations are dependent upon the existence of networks in all but 
the largest population centers. 
The existence of only two networks will create unfair competition 
n “almost every national consumer product industry in our country. 
[f manufacturer A can achieve time on 1 of the 2 existing networks 
ind his competitor, manufacturer B, is frozen out, manufacturer B 
must attempt through the purchase of other less potent advertising 
nedia to offset the competitive advantage afforded manufacturer A as 
result of television’s tremendous selling impact. We have already 
seen manifestations of this monopoly situation at CBS and NBC as 
lescribed in the advertising-trade press. If I may quote a trade-press 
tem published Wednesday, April 28: 

The situation is such at NBC-TV and CBS-TV today that major clients with 
shows already to go are practically begging for time that is unavailable. 

The article goes on to mention four of America’s largest advertisers 
who are unable to spend their money on network television. One of 
these advertisers was quoted in Advertising Age of April 19, 1954, as 
saying: 

We were just kicked out and there is nothing we can do about it. 


When asked about moving to ABC or Du Mont, this advertiser 
stated that they “have plenty of time and programs, but they don’t 
have the stations.” 

We have many such instances, and they are becoming more fre- 
quent every day. 

+. If the viewers in this country are ultimately reduced to depend- 
ency upon a two network system in as powerful a means of commu- 
nication and dissemination of public information as television has 
proved to be, not only will they be denied their rightful opportunity 
to be served by this medium but a duopoly will exist which must place 

the hands of a few individuals control of opinion and thought 
dangerous to the entire country. 

A fine example of this point has been afforded us right at this 
moment in the Senate hearings which are being conducted by your 
eminent colleagues into the Army- McCarthy controversy. The two 
lesser networks are the only means by which millions of Americans 
saw their Government in action as it was transpiring in a most crucial 
moment in our history; and this was being afforded only to the few 
who live in States where station facilities exist in numbers necessary 
to the existence of four networks. 

The public interest and the national economy can only be served 
by the institution of a truly competitive network system of tele- 
casting. 

Thank you for your attention. May I now turn the testimony back 
to Dr. Du Mont? 

Senator Porrer. Before you leave, Mr. Bergmann, do you have 
iny views on the bill introduced by Senator Bricker ¢ 

Mr. Beromann. I have read the bill, Mr. Chairman, and it is my 
feeling that possibly this is one way of getting at the problem. 

Dr. Du Mont, in his testimony which follows mine, indicates what 
those ways are, and I think you will be able to see how they fit into 
Senator Bricker’s bill. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 
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Senator Pasrorr. Let me ask you a question, Mr. Bergmann: Does 
‘ pending bill remedy this problem that you have presented ? 

Mr. Beramann. You are referring to the Bricker legislation ? 
Senator Pastore. No. 

Mr. Bergmann. Senator Bricker—— 

Senator Pasrorre. No: lam referring toS. 3095. 

Senator Porrer. The Johnson bill. 

Mr. BeromMann. It could possibly, but I am afraid not in its pres 
ent form, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. Well, what would you do to it ¢ 

Mr. Beromann. Well, as I told the chairman, Senator, we have a 
proposal which allows two types of systems to be instituted, one of 
which is an incentive system on the part of the networks to improve 
this situation on their own, without regulations, if this bill can be 
amended in such a way as to permit.that type of incentive system 
for the networks in the acquisition of multiple, or more stations, 
actually. 

I think that will be a little bit clearer, as you see in these plans, as 
they are developed, and will follow the tenents of the bill a little more 
closely. 

Senator Porrer. Dr. Du Mont will give us the recommendations 
that you have in this problem. 

Dr. Du Monr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Any other questions? 

All right, Dr. Du Mont. 

Mr. BercmMann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Du Monvr. Mr. Bergmann has given a vivid description of the 
network picture. UHF broadcasters, generally, are also in economic 
distress and their situation is getting worse. Hence, speed in finding 
a solution in this is imperative. 

Their lack of audience is the result of the lack of programing of 
sufficient quantity of audience appeal to attract viewers who will spend 
the necessary amount of money to equip themselves to receive their 
signals. 

Topflight competitive network programing is the key to relief of 
the situation. Four strong networks are essential to place VHF and 
UHF broadcasters on an equal, competitive footing. ‘That is not 
possible under the present plan of channel allocations and conditions 
which stem therefrom. 

Briefly, the situation is this: 

1. We have two strongly entrenched national television networks 
and two relatively weak networks. 

2. We have a group of strongly entrenched, high-power VHF tele 
vision stations and a group of relatively new low-power UHF stations. 

3. Economic self-interest has promoted the affiliation of the VHF 
stations with the two stronger networks. 

4. The weak UHF stations must affiliate with the two weaker net- 
works or forego network programing. 

5. The two weaker networks are not in a position to strengthen thei 
programing to competitive stature because of the inability to reach 
established audiences in the key markets of the country. 

6. The present situation breeds itself so that the strong are becoming 
stronger, and the weak are becoming weaker. 

7. Establishment of UHF broadcasting on an economically com 
petitive basis requires strengthening of the two weaker networks. 
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It is apparent that television broadcasting has reached the point 
where, without some Government intervention, it will shortly become 
the property of two networks and a relatively few powerful VHF 
tations, and there will be, in effect, a television broadcasting monopoly. 
[t is also apparent that under such conditions, there will be a strong 
trend running toward monopoly in distribution of the products of 

dustry. 

[In our original allocation proposal, equal competition was provided 
for by a proper allocation of frequencies. We do not think it practical 
it this late date to go back and correct this to any great extent. 

We would much prefer to see a fully competitive national television 
ystem developed without Government intervention, but at this stage 
hat doesn’t seem possible. 

We do not know that we have the absolute answer to the problem, 
but we have three suggestions which seem to hold greater possibilities 
han any others we have heard about. 

It can be demonstrated that under present conditions, the market 
vhich is one-hundredth in national rank can just support four tele 
ision stations. A healthy network requires access to the top 100 
markets. In the development of our suggested plans, it has been 
sumed that each of the 100 top markets will ultimately have 4 tele 
vision stations. ‘This will require no drastic changes in the existing 
location plan. In many cases where fewer than four channels have 
been allocated, the common practice of building a station assigned to 
in outlying town as close as oe to the major city will solve the 
roblem. In a few cases, it may be desirable to move a channel for 
which no application has been made from a neighboring town to the 
major city. 

It has been assumed further that the two stronger networks will 
have first choice of the stations, and that the VHF stations will have 
irst choice of the networks within a given market. Both of these 
choices must, of course, be made within the rules of the plan under 
consideration. 

bi principal aims of the three plans to be discussed are threefold: 

To increase the stronger networks’ programing time on the VHF 
sti cian and: 

2. 'To increase the weaker networks’ programing time on the VHF 

tations, and; 
5. Finally, to place VILF and UHF on an equal, competitive footing. 
\ttainment of these aims will result in conversions and purchases 
f receivers which will find all viewers equipped to receive all signals. 
We have called our first suggestion plan A. It requires that each 
f the networks make primary affiliates of certain UHF stations. For 
vccomplishment of the results sought, a list of the top 100 markets by 
rank should be established, and the 4 networks would be required to 
take turns in affiliating UHF stations exclusively wherever less than 
t VHF stations exist in any 1 market. 
The ¢ ae shown here, which is also shown in our bound testimony 
Exhibit J, illustrates the result of plan A under the condition of 
full icine Kach of the vertical bars represents a network. The 
top section of each bar represents the top 25 markets. The central] 

y section represents the second 25 markets. The bottom section repre- 

sents the remaining 50 markets. The red indicates VHF affiliations 
ind the blue denotes UHF affiliations. 
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The chart shows that all 4 networks will have primary affiliates in 
all of the top 100 markets. It also shows that there will be many pri 
mary UHF affiliates in the top markets, of which approximately half, 
or 95, will be affiliated with the 2 strong networks. 

Thus, immediate relief will be provided for these UHF stations and, 
by increasing widespread conversion, will promote the welfare of all 
UHF stations 

The formula is simple, but may require legislation to bring about 
such Government regulation of networks. 

Our suggested plan B provides a formula which calls for a degree 
of regulation as applied to stations. In essence, the formula would 
be in one example: 

Each station must relinquish on demand of a network 25 percent of its net 
working class A time, 25 percent of its networking class B time, and 25 percent 
of its networking class C time to the network which makes the demand. Ni 
station shall make any type of rate discrimination between networks. 

In practice, the formula would work out like this: 

1. Ina market of 3 VHF and 1 UHF stations, the 3 VHF stations 
automatically will be primary affiliates of 3 of the networks. On 
demand of the fourth network, each of the stations would be required 
to carry the fourth network’s program for up to 25 percent of the 
networking time. 

Obviously, the 3 networks which have had 25 percent of their time 
preempted on the VHF stations will place their programs on the UHF 
station. The result then would be that a UHF station would have 
25 percent of its networking programs from each of the 4 networks. 

2. In a market having 2 UHF and 2 VHF stations, each of the 4 
stations would carry network programs from the stronger networks 
for half of their networking time and programs from the weaker net 
works for the other half of their time. 

3. In a market with 1 VHF and 3 UHF stations, the VHF station 
would be found to be devoting 25 percent of its networking time to 
each of the 4 networks, and each of the UHF stations would devot« 
75 percent of its time to 1 of the networks and 25 percent of its time 
to the fourth network. 

4. In markets where only VHF or only UHF stations exist, each 
of 4 stations will automatically become primary affiliates of 1 of the 
networks. 

The chart shown here, which is also shown in our bound testimony 
as exhibit K, discloses a fairly even distribution of both UHF and 
VHF among four networks. Two networks, A and B, have a slight 
VHF advantage in the first 25 markets, but in the other 75 they ar 
just about even. 

The result of the operation of this suggestion would be more and 
better programs to UHF stations and more and better outlets for th« 
weaker networks. The formula is relatively simple and is believed 
to require only the statement of regulation and formula to be included 
in licenses issued by the Federal Communications Commission to ever) 
television station. 

Plan C is unique in that no Government regulation is required 
It is an incentive plan. 

Under the present multiple-ownership rule, several interests hav: 
acquired their limit of five owned and operated stations. The four 
networks either have their limit or are in the process of obtaining 
them. 
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Such profits as have materialized to date in television broadcasting 
have stemmed from the operation of stations to a large degree rathet 
than from network operation. 

The expense involved in producing and distributing television pro- 
grams makes network operation either a losing proposition, or if any 
profit is realized it falls far short of being commensurate with the 
nvestment necessary to the operation. Networks in general are de 
pendent on their wholly owned stations to assure profit or to reduce 

ne ir losses. 

Accordingly, an owner of five stations which does not operate a 

etwork enjoys an extremely profitable operation, whereas the net- 

orks which provide the programs have extreme difficulty in making 
profit. ‘Therefore, plan C makes a differential between a network 
nd the operator of multiple stations. 

[he plan provides for an amendment of the multiple-ownership 
ule which might be stated as follows: 


A qualifying network will be permitted to have an additional wholly owned 
television station for each group of seven primary UHF affiliations maintained, 
provided that: 

i. One of each group of 7 UHF affiliations thus maintained shall be in one 
if the top 25 markets by national rank; 

2. Two additional of each group of 7 UHF affiliations thus maintained shall 
be in the group of the top 50 markets by national rank ; 


3. Four additional of each group of 7 UHF affiliations thus maintained shall 
; be on the top 100 markets by national rank ; and 
4. No network shall be permitted to own more than 11 stations under the 
rovisions of this or any other rule. 
’ or the application of this rule, it would become necessary to de 
: fine a “network” and establish the rules for qualification as well 
to establish administrative procedures for regulating the mainte 
ince of affiliations. 

Under plan C, all networks would profit through the acquisition 
of valuable properties while UHF stations would profit through the 
maintenance of primary affiliations with networks, The weaker net- 
works would profit through the availability of affiliations with sta- 
tions having established audiences, and the UHF conversion of the 
Nation’s receivers would be accelerated. 

The chart on the easel, which is also shown in our bound testimony 
is exhibit L, illustrates the probable eventual lineup on the plan. 

should be pointed out that in connection the ultimate distribution 
s not so universal as in plans A and B. On the other hand, it would 
uecessfully promote major network affiliations for many UHF sta 
tions and provide access to enough VHF stations to give the weaker 
networks exposure they must have in major markets if they are to 

survive. 

One of the advantages of the plan appears to be in the speed with 

which results could be accomplished. It is believed that competition 
would force all of the networks to acquire their maximum number of 
stations as rapidly as possible. This would result in very quick 
establishment of primary affiliations for 168 UHF stations. 

It is noteworthy that these results can be accomplished under plan 
' with no governmental regulation either of the networks or of the 
tele ‘vision stations. 

In subrnitting these suggestions, we know there will be some who 
will object to any one or to all of them. Obviously, some will be 
deprived of preferred positions which they now enjoy. But in con 
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clusion I would like to point out the situation must be leveled out by 
Government action or we shall wind up with a noncompetitive tele- 
vision system falling far short of the public’s needs and well along 
the road toward monopolies in the distribution of consumer goods. 

In conclusion, I want to say that we are most appreciative of this 
opportunity to present our views to you and of your interest in the 

proble m. Ww e hope} your deliberations will be produe tive of the much- 
needed results. 

Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. Doctor, is it your contention that the two smaller 
networks’ future rests in the future of VHF? 

Dr. Du Mont. Absolutely ; yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. If I understand your suggestion, the first sugges- 
tion was that the top 100 markets would be—the allocation would be 
rotated ? 

Dr. Du Mont. That is right. For instance, if you start with No. 1, 
New York City, and then you go down the line, I be lieve the first ¢ of 
that you hit that only has three VHF stations—that’s Philadelphia- 
one network would take that. Then you would go down the line, the 
next station would be, say, Boston. That would be another network, 
and you would rotate so it would be equal to all networks. 

In other words, one would take—one network would take in one 
market circulation. 

Senator Porrer. What is the normal procedure in contracting for 
networks? How long are you contracted for? 

Dr. Du Mont. Two years only. 

Senator Porrer. Only two? 

Dr. Du Monr. You are not allowed to make contracts for over 2 
years. There may be some amendments that would have to be made 
in the regulations that the FCC has at the present time, because 
certainly you wouldn’t want a network to make a deal with a UHF 
station for 2 years, getting his additional V station, and then drop 
him. You would have to put the regulations in to be fair and protect 
the thing. 

Senator Pastore. Would you give us an example, Doctor, as to how 
your plans would help, let’s say, ABC and Du Mont? 

Dr. Du Mont. Which plan do you mean? Any one of the plans? 

Senator Pasrorr. Any one of the three. 

Dr. Du Mont. Well, if you take the first plan, which is the one we 
were just discussing, it would give us the necessary outlets so that we 
could spend the same amount for programs as the top two networks. 
We can’t spend the money now for the programs because we can’t feed 
it toe nough stations. 

You've got to figure out your cost per program and the cost per 
station, and any one of these pl: ins would allow us to run on, you might 

say, an even track with the top two networks. 

Now, we originally tried to do it, and we, incidentally, spent $100,000, 
believe it or not, in investigating this allocation scheme—this 1949 
and the later allocation schemes—because we would have liked to have 
seen it done without any Government regulation. 

You had 4 tracks, and 4 people could run on those tracks, but it was 
decided otherwise, to intermix UHF and VHF. 

But any of these 3 plans insofar as the 2 networks are concerned, 
would even the thing up very, very much. 
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Dr. GotpsmirH. Four networks. 

Dr. Du Monv. Four networks, I mean. 

Senator Porrrr. Isn’t it true—— 

Dr. Du Mont. And give you a chance for these UHF stations to 
have some support, and be successful—— 

Senator Porrer. It would give you the same circulation. 

Dr. Du Monv. As the other people. 

Senator Porrrer. As the other ones. 

x. Du Mont. That is right. 

Senator Porrer. And thereby you could get national advertisers. 

Dr. Du Monv. That’s right. 

Senator Pasrorr. It would naturally entail NBC and CBS giving 
ip something; wouldn’t it ? 

Dr. Du Monv. It would entail NBC and CBS together. 

Senator Pasrorr. Would they have to give up any VHF stations? 

Dr. Du Monr. They would not have to give any owned and operated 
stationsup;no. Notinthethird plan. 

lhey would simply, as it is now, the top two networks, as you saw 
from those charts of most of the V’s, and very few U’s, the other net 
works have a lot of U’s and very few V’s. It would cqunlian that. 

In other words, to put it very bluntly, it would mean that effectively 
each network would feed the same number of VHF stations and the 
same number of UHF stations. 

In other words, you are doing by regulation what could have been 
done by allocation. 

Senator Scuorrre,. What you are saying, though, now, is: You 
limit the entire country to four networks. 

Dr. Du Mon. It could be worked out for more than four. We have 
used this an as example. We don’t say you can only have four net 
works, 

Senator Scuorrren, That is the thing I am glad to have you get in 
the record. 

Dr. Du Monr. Yes. 

Senator Scnorrrer, Now, next: Would that not involve some 
agency determing rates, where you say there should be no discrimina 
tion in rates? 

Dr. Du Monr. It would, in some of the plans it would, and in some 
of the plans it would not. 

[In other words, plan C—— 

Senator Scnorrren. Yes; that’s right. 

Dr. Du Monvr. Which is the incentive plan, would not necessarily 
require that. ; 

Senator Scnorrret. But A would. 

Dr. Du Mont. I think A would, and B might. I think there is a 
good chance A and B conceivably might have to have some regulation 
of, what do you call it? Rates and rules; whatever you call it. 

Senator Scnorrret. Well, some place down the line it would seem 
to me that.in the interest of the overall public effect that obviously this 
thing is going to have to come to some kind of determination of a rate 
structure. 

Dr. Du Mont. Well 

Senator Scuorrren. If you make some of these shifts. 

Dr. Du Monr. I think it may lead to that, invariably. You have 
other Commissions, like your ICC, and the railroads. “W hen a rail 
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road runs between two towns and gets a franchise, they have to take 
both passengers and freight. 

Senator Scuorerre.. That’s right. 

Dr. Du Mont. Many of them would like to eliminate passengers. 
Well, this says if you run a network, you have to have UHF and VHF. 
Now, at the present time the7 wouldn’t like to have UHF. Once UHF 
is built up in a couple of years you wouldn’t need that regulation, the 
thing would go along because you would have your UHF stations 
established. 

Senator Porrer. Is there any definition, by law, of “network” ? 

Dr. Du Monr. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Corronr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. What is your definition / 

Mr. Corrong. There is one. 

Senator Porrer. What is your definition ¢ 

Dr. Du Monr. I don’t know that I can give a good one, offhand, 
but. fundamentally it is an organization that “feeds programs to a num- 
ber of stations. That is the way we look at it; provides service, sustain- 
Ing programs, commercial programs and public-service programs to 
a reasonable number of stations. 

Senator Pasrore. The thing that I am trying to settle in my own 
mind, thinking about your plans, and I don’t profess to understand 
them too well—I am asking the question that hasn’t been answered 
vet: 
~ Do NBC and CBS have to give up any contracts that they now 
have with VHF stations in order to put your plan through ¢ 

You have been talking about advantages. Now, I want to get on 
the side of disadvantages. I want to see where the opposition is going 
to come from. 

Dr. Du Monr. I think that is undoubtedly true, NBC and CBS 
would have to give up some of their contracts with VHF stations and 
p _ ice them with UHF stations. 

snmator Pastore. In other words, they would have to come down in 
man to allow you to go up. 

Dr. Du Mont. That’s right. 

Senator Pasrore. In other words, in order to create this equaliza- 
tion that we are talking about. 

Dr. Du Monr. Yes; I think that is true. But ultimately, as I 
explained, when you build U’s up, then it would be just an interim 
situation, when the U’s are built up. 

Senator Porrer. Then it would be enough for all networks. 

Dr. Du Monr. That’s right; then you would not have the problem. 

Senator Scnorrren. But, looking at it from a strictly equitable 
viewpoint, wouldn’t we or some agency that might attempt it, either 
by legislation or executive direction, have to provide some safeguard 
for the protection of valid, arms’-length contracts ? 

Dr. Du Mont. Oh,I think so; yes. 

Senator Scnorrrent. Yes. And there would have to be a time 
element in there. 

Dr. Du Monr. That is right; you couldn’t put it in effect imme- 
diately, as it is now you can’t make a contract for longer than 2 years, 
so they are all automatically running out every day, you see. So the) 
are not all set forth for a specific time. When a station goes on the 
air you usually make a contract, so they are all running out at various 
times. 
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Senator Pasrorr. Would we be abridging any contracts in the carry- 
ng ont of these plans? 

Dr. Du Monr. It would all depend on how the law would be set up. 
[f you waited until the contract ran out before you provided them 
with the U, you wouldn’t be abridging any contracts. If you make 
them break contracts immediately, you would, although most of the 
ontracts—I am not too familiar with the contracts—but they do 
provide the cancellation of some of them at a very short period. Is 
that correct ¢ 

Mr. Beremann. I wouldn't say the majority of them do, Doctor. 

Dr. Du Mont. Some of them. 

Mr. BereGMann. Some of them do. 

Dr. Du Mont. Yes. 

Senator ScHorrre.. I would like to ask one other qnestion here. 

I’m like Senator Pastore here. I don’t know very muca about this, 
but we are playing with some legislation in here that is going to affect 
. lot of folks. 

Dr. Du Mont. Sure. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Have you in your research department given 
ny thought to the legislative approach to this with reference to the 

ills now before us? 

Dr. Du Mont. We have given some thought to it. 

The bill of Senator Bricker, which allows the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission to take into consideration a network jurisdiction, 
which they had not before, I think would implement these plans. It 
vould allow the Commission to set regulations that could set these 
plans into effect. 

Senator Porrrer. They would have to do that. You would have to 
pass a bill such as Senator Bricker’s. 

Dr. Du Mont. That’s right. 

Senator Porrer. Ifa plan such as your plan is involved. 

Dr. Du Mont. Conceivably my pl: in © would not require it, but Tam 
ertain that plans A and B would. The bill of Senator Johnson’s, 
vhich provides, if you give up a V, you can have two U’s, and so 
forth, like that, my feeling is it doesn’t help any, because certainly 
1 person that has a V doesn’t want to give it up for two things that 


are maybe worth 10 cents. I mean that’s simply the emphasis in the 


wrong direction on that. 
There would be no incentive for a network to give up the V’s, and 


vo to U stations with the present situation. 


Senator Pasrorr. May IL ask you another question : 
If we adopted any one of the three plans that you suggest this 
would be a terrific boon to the stockholders of ABC and Du Mont; 


wouldn’t it ? 


Dr. Du Mont. Well, it could conceivably be; yes, sir. 
Senator Pastore. Terrific; wouldn't it ? 
Dr. Du Mont. Well— 


Senator Pasrorr. You could almost envision that stock going up 


300 percent. 


Dr. Du Mont. Well—— 

Senator teen Weshouldn’t start that. 

Dr. Du Mont. I am not an expert on that. I couldn’t say. 
Senator Pastore. I mean it would be envisioning a teriflic profit ; 


wouldn’t it? 
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Dr. Du Monr. No; I would’t say that it would. As I pointed out 
here, I think the impression is that networks are very profitable opera- 
tions. They are not. We lose money on our network, and a lot of 
money on the network, and I believe that is true of some of the others. 
You can get those figures, of course, which we can’t get—the othe: 


fellow’s figures, from the Federal Communications Commission. So 


you can determine that. 

Hlere the networks are pretty much responsible for television in this 
country, because they have put the programs out that have been 
interesting enough for people to buy service, and yet the networks 
make relatively a small percentage of profit as compared with what th« 
stations make. 

Senator Porrrer. Does IBC make money from the station, rathe: 
than the network ? 

Dr. Du Monr. Without seeing the figures, I would say that is true 
and their profits come from the operation of the stations and not the 
network. And you can take some people like Westinghouse and Storer, 
and so forth, that have five stations, and contributing nothing to th 
programing, and they do very, very fine, the people that just ow) 
stations; the network business is not a paying proposition, and neve 
has been. 

So, when you say a “terrific rise,” that way I think it would have 
some effect, but after all, the operation of the network of any of th 
companies you mention is relatively a small percentage of the total 
operation of the company. 

As far as we are concerned, we have 6 divisions; 1 is the network 
division, and that is not the largest division we have, and that applies 
to the other people, too. So it would have some effect. 

Senator Pasrore. Is there any plan that you can think of that would 
cure this problem without taking anything away from any of the sta 
tions who do not now have contracts ¢ 

I’m getting into the practical aspect of this, now. I mean you cai 
imagine 

Dr. Du Mont. Well—— 

Senator Pastore. As you sit there, the resistance—— 

Dr. Du Mont. Let me say this: 

Plan B, which provides for only taking a percentage of the time 
away from any station, would be the least affected, as far as taking 
away any contracts. In other words, as it is now, a network feeds a 
station its program and under that plan they would feed it only 75 
percent, but it would get a feed from another network, and I would 
say plan B would have the least effect on stations than networks. 

There would be relatively little hurting of anybody. 

Senator Pasrorr. In other words—— 

Senator Scnorrret. Would it be true now, in answer to the question 
posed here by Senator Pastore, that there would be considerable, if not 
heavy, investments put in on the part of the two minor networks to 
accomplish this ¢ 

Dr. Du Monr. That’s correct. 

Senator Scuorrren. So it obviously wouldn’t be construed to be 
anything like a windfall ? 

Dr. Du Mon. That’s right. 

Senator Scnorrret. You would have to have a responsibility at 
tendant some place—— 
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Dr. Du Monv. Correct. 

Senator Scnorrren. To be able to do this; would you not ¢ 

Dr. Du Monr. That is right. 

[ think plan C, as I see it, would not take anything away from any- 

body, to speak of. In other words, plan C provides that the networks 
can have an additional station if they feed so many U’s, so in effect 
what vou are doing Is helping somebody and not hurting anybody 
particularly. 
' In other words, it is an addition. If a network can have a VHF 
tation that they can make money on, they have to agree to feed 
even LHF stations to order to help him. Sothere wouldndt be much 
lamage to anybody there. You would simply be—if you want to 
all it that subsidizing the network; it wouldn't be a Government 
ubsidy, but you would be giving him some more money so he could 
ifford to carry seven | HI stations. 

Senator Pastore. Well, could the major networks service more 
CHF without giving up some VHF ? 

Dr. Du Mont. Probably not some in the major plants at the pres 
ent time. 

Senator Porrrr. You don’t anticipate NBC or CBS will come in 
and support this program ; do you ¢ 

Senator Pasrorr. Of course not. 

Dr. Du Monr. I hadn’t particularly thought so, but I can conceiv 
ibly see where they would be much better off in the plan C than they 
are now. 

In other words, with the additional UHF stations it may well be 
NBC and CBS would be making more money than they are mak 
ing now. 

Senator Porrer. Without studying. 

Dr. Du Monvr. And, of course, the public would be getting the 
benefit of four services throughout the country. 

Senator Pasrorr. In other words, it is your considered opinion 
you can’t actually accomplish the public good in this case unless some 
sacrifices are made by the two large networks. 

Dr. Du Mont. Except for plan C; I don’t think there is any sacri 
lice for the two major networks in plan C. I really don’t. 

Senator Pasrore. I don’t want you to be redundant, but would you 
explain plan C to me again in simple terms ? 

Dr. Du Mont. In simple terms ¢ 

Senator Pastore. What does it do? 

Dr. Du Monv. It is simply this: At the present time the networks 
can only own five stations. That’s where they make their money. 
We can’t make enough money on the stations to take care of our 
losses on the network, and that is true of some others, too. 

If you allow a network to have 6 VHF stations instead of 5 stations 


, 


forgetting that sixth station the network has to agree to supply 7 
UHF stations with primary affiliation, so it makes it possible for the 
UHF station to operate and be prosperous. ; 

It makes it a chance for the network to make a little more money 
than they are making now. 

Senator Porrer. Isn’t that true that program would put the net- 
works just further into the operating business ? 

Dr, Du Monr. It would put the networks so that they had more 
stations than they have now, approximately double the number, but 
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if you let it go the way it is going, in effect you are going to have to 
have two networks that just control every station. Whether they 


control it directly or not, they are going to be taken over, or go out 
of business. 


Senator Pasrore. In other words, we have to create a new mono- 
poly to break an old one. 

Dr. Du Mont. Well, it is a lesser 

Senator Porrer. Increase it from 2 to 4. 

Dr. Du Mont. Let’s say it is less of a monopoly than we have now. 

Senator Porrer. I was interested in your proposal No. 2. If I 
understood you correctly, you say if a community had, for example, 3 
VHF stations and 1 U, the U would take 25 percent ‘of the time? 

Dr. Du Mont. You would get 25 percent feed from all 4 networks. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, say there was ABC and CBS and 
NBC—— 

Dr. Du Mont. Yes. 

Senator Porrrer. Were affiliated with the V’s 

Dr. Du Mont. Right. 

Senator Porrer. And Du Mont with the U’s. 

Dr. Du Mont. Right. 

Senator Porrer. I believe you would get 25 percent ABC time on 
your station, your U station. 

Dr. Du Mont. U. 

Senator Porrer. You would get 25 percent CBS time and 25 percent 
NBC time. 

Dr. Du Mont. And then we would feed 25 percent to the other 3. 

Senator Porrer. It would seem to me there might be a practical 
problem there. There is a difference in the—you have some valuable 
time, and you have less valuable time. 

Dr. Du Monr. Well, we proposed in this to have it allocated with 
the three time periods. There’s an A, B, and C time, that should be 
25 percent of each time to make it fair to everybody. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have that type of breakdown now? 

Dr. Du Monr. Yes; that is the way it is broken down now. This 
would take care of it. B is a little bit more complex to set up than A 
or C, but it does have some advantages. It isa very difficult situation. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Dr. Du Mont. We could say reallocate, and you would have solved 
the problem, but you have an investment of 12 or 13 billions of dollars 
in the hands of the public, any they would have to go out and spend 

$50 to $75 in order to get any pictures. 

Senator Porter. Doctor, the basis for all of your proposals is that 
it would give the U’s better programing, competitive programing. 

Dr. Du Mont. That is correct. 

Senator Porrrer. Do you think that is sufficient incentive to warrant 
the people to convert their sets, or to pay the additional cost for sets? 

Dr. Du Mont. We believeso; yes. Definitely. 

And we think it has been proven in—we can recite, and we could go 
over and submit additional information where good programs have 
existed, generally speaking the U’s have been able to prosper. 

There are just 1 or 2 instances in the United States that I know of 
where they have geographic—a geographic situation that makes it a 
little difficult, but it is sort of the exception that proves the rule. 

Senator Porrrr. Any other questions? 
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Senator Hunr. Doctor, what’s your conception of the duty and the 
function of a government in this terrifically important—in this im- 
portant industry ¢ 

Dr. Du Monv. I think the function of the Government is to see that 
the people of the United States get the best service they can get, and 
if any of these plans do not improve the service to those people, I say 

you shouldn't even consider them, but we feel to allow the people 
throughout the United States to have a choice of 4 programs, rather 
than 2—4 different viewpoints— to a certain extent, to allow business 
to have access, not just a few businesses, to this medium, we think it 
is in the public interest, and we certainly don’t recommend anything 
be done to help out a couple of networks or UHF stations if it is not 
for the benefit of the public. 

Senator Hunr. Do you think the Congress has been lax or over- 
energetic in legislation with reference to television ¢ 

Dr. Du Monr. I don’t know of much legislation to my knowledge 
that has been put through recently concerning television. I know 
very little that’s gone through that has had much of a bearing on it. 
[ think it’s grown very rapidly and I don’t think, generally speaking 
Congress has been cognizant of the problem that is involved there. 

[ think this FCC decision was made, and I don’t think Congress 
knew the effect of it, generally, and they allowed it to go along. 

[ think if they had been in close touch with that, they would have 
corrected that before it went out, and we would not have the situation 
we have today. 

Senator Hun. Do you think television is approaching the status of 
telephone, and other utili ties ¢ 

Dr. Du Monr. Well, it’s certainly a different class of service than 
telephones, and I wouldn’t say it’s exactly approaching the telephone 
business yet. 

Senator Hun. That isa part of your industry. 

Dr. Du Monrr. What is that ? 

Senator Hun. The telephone is a part of your industry, and a very 
great part. 

Dr. Du Monr. Well, you are talking of the electronics industry. 

Senator Hunr. Lam thinking about A. T. & T. 

Dr. Du Monr. Well, they are sort of separate; apart from the rest 
of the industry. There you have decided to supply just one service to 
everybody, and obviously the Government has to regulate that. 

Previously, in television, theoretically you have had a choice of a 
large number of services, but. with the situation existing it’s narrowing 
down to a few. 

Senator Porrrr. A. T. & T. isn’t operating in a competitive market. 

Dr. Du Mont. No; they are not in a competitive market. We are 
in very much of a competitive market, and I certainly would rather 
see it done without Government regulation than with, if possible, and 
some of these plans do provide for that. 

Senator Hunr. Without Government regulation, you feel there is 
some hope, some prospect, that the FCC will get around to doing it 
by regulation ? 

Dr. Du Mont. I would say this: I think if the Commission, if they 
had some guidance and general principles, might very well act and 
do something about it. We have had a situation in the industry where 
the FCC and the industry generally have not seen eye to eye. 
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If you go back to this mechanical color decision that the Commission 
put out, about 99 percent of the industry was against it. The Com- 
mission was for it. They put it out. It wasa flop, and finally it was 
changed here recently, and the thing that changed that was a com- 
mittee of Congress that investigated it, made recommendations to the 
FCC. In a very short time they put it out the way the industry 
thought it should be put out, for the benefit of the public, and now we 
have a chance to go ahead with television. 

You had the situation in this allocation hearing. If you look back 
in the history of it, you will find, generally spe: aking , that the industry 
was in favor of not havi ing the intermixture. 

The other networks went along on it, and there were very few people 
that wanted to see it intermixed, but the Commission decided to go 
ahead on it. 

In other words, I have been appearing before the Commission from 
1927 up to date, and up until, oh, around 1948-49, they always gave a 
lot of consideration to industry opinion. 

We had a situation with the FCC for 3 or 4 years, where they called 
all of us a bunch of burglars, and thieves, and wouldn't listen to us at 
all. Now that is the honest fact, down there. The situation has 
changed within the last year or two. But we had certain Commis- 
sioners in there that fortunately are not now there. We had a rough 
time, and they te | not listen to the industry. They just felt their 
decisions should be arbitrarily opposite from what the industry re 
quested. ‘That is my personal view of it. 

Senator Hun. Does the FCC offer any hope of a solution at this 
time to your problems? 

Dr. Du Monr. From the recommendations made yesterday, I 
would say no. ‘They are all very minor. They are just pinpoints. 
They would not help the situation, in my estimation. 

Senator Hunr. I take it from your comments you feel it is time for 
Congress to step in again. 

Dr. Du Monr. I feel it is definitely time for Congress to step in 
again, to look into it, and assure itself of what the situation is, and 
make recommendations, and I’m certain the FCC would be very happy 
to take those—would act on them, and this thing would be cleaned up 
in a hurry. 

Senator Scnorrren. I would like to ask this question at this stage of 
the testimony. 

There has been some reference in here to a freeze. Do you have 
some comment to make on that? 

Dr. Du Monr. Well—personally, the freeze we had before was ex- 
tremely damaging to the industry, and I don’t think an awful lot 
would be accomplished by putting a freeze in. 

[ frankly don’t. The idea is to put the freeze in so they can reallo 
cate, and I think it is just out of the question for that to be considered. 
I can see a slight reallocation, but we talk about reallocating through- 
out the country—you are going to damage the public if you do that, 
and they are the people that really have the investment in this. 

In other words, there are 30 million receivers in this country that 
cost the public between $10 billion and $12 billion. There are about 

382 stations which, according to the figures, run less than a half a mil- 
lion each. So you are talking about an investment of $12 billion as 
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against an investment of say, $200 million, and certainly the public 
is to be considered. 

Senator Scirorprei. That should be the first consideration. 

Dr. Du Monr. Absolutely. 

Senator Scnorpre.. Because of the overall weighted cost. 

Dr. Du Monr. That is right. It is on the public’s side in this 
thing. 

Senator Scuorrren. It ison the public’s side. 

Dr. Du Mont. That’s right. 

Senator Porrer. Any further questions ¢ 

Senator ScHorrPe.. I have no further questions. 

Senator Porrer. Dr. Du Mont, I wish to thank you and your col- 
eagues for a very graphic and excellent presentation, and the com- 
mittee will stand in recess until 2: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 12 :22 p. m., the committee recessed until 2: 30 p. m., 
of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2:50 p. m., pursuant to recess, 
Senator Schoeppel presiding. ) 

Senator Scuoerre.. The committee will come to order. 

I understand that Mr. Paul L. Chamberlain, general manager of 
broadcast equipment, General Electric Co., is the next witness. 

Let the record show your statement will become a matter of rec- 
ord before the committee and you proceed in any way you desire to 
deliver it, sir. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL L. CHAMBERLAIN, GENERAL MANAGER OF 
BROADCASTING EQUIPMENT, GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. CuHamperLarn. Thank you. 

I would first like to mention that Dr. Baker, the general manager 
»f our electronics division, has asked me to express to the committee 
his sincere regrets that long-standing prior engagements made it im- 
possible for him to be here today, and he has asked me and two of 
my associates to appear on his behalf. 

Senator Scuorrre., That is quite all right. 

Mr. Cuamperiary. I appear here today as a representative of a 
television equipment manufacturer. My testimony will be limited to 
a discussion of UHF broadcast equipment, and the technical problems 
which have a bearing upon UHF broadcasting. I will be followed 
by two of my associates who will discuss the technical aspects of VHF 
receivers and UHF tubes. 

For the information of the committee members, the General Elec- 
tric Co., one of the pioneers in the television field, manufactures tele- 
vision broadcast transmitting and studio equipment, television receiv- 
ers, picture tubes, and receiving tubes. The company conducts an 
extensive research program in ‘the entire area of communications, 
including television, through the facilities of the famed General Elec- 
tric Research Laboratory in Schenectady, N. Y., and the Electronics 
Laboratory in Syracuse, N. Y. 

Through the work of the scientists in these laboratories, and our 
extensive engineering organizations, General Electric has made many 
important basic contributions to the television art in a number of 
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areas, not the least of which is the ultra-high-frequency area. Some 
of these contributions will be brought out in the course of my tes- 
timony. 

It is my hope that I can place before the committee today, in as 
brief a form as possible, an evaluation of the broadcast-equipment 
problems in the UHF field because these problems have a distinct 
bearing on the UHF situation as it now exists. I feel that only with 
a full understanding of these problems is it possible to draw sound 
conclusions for any course of action which might be taken to find a 
solution for the disheartening UHF dilemma and prevent not only 
economic catastrophe for many station owners, but also maintain for 
the benefit of all citizens the extremely valuable national resource 
that is the UHF broadcast band. 

Television is a highly technical field and, in discussing equipment 
or the state of the art, it is sometimes necessary to speak in technical 
language. If, for this reason, I do not at any time make myself clear 
to the committee members, I would appreciate your asking me to 
interpret this technical language. 

The problems which face the combined television and broadcast 
industries today in UHF are not entirely new. The same or similar 
problems existed in the introduction of other new communication 
services to the public, including AM and FM radio and VHF tele- 
vision. ‘There are technological problems and economic problems. 
The technological problems, I can asure you, will be solved, but not 
without the expenditure of considerable research and engineering 
time and funds. 

My company alone, has invested over 360,000 engineering man-hours 
and over $3,600,000 in engineering alone to make possible acceptable 
broadcast service and reception in the UHF band. 

We, and other elements in the industry, have made good progress to 
the point where UHF broadcasting technically is almost, but not quite, 
competitive with VHF broadcasting. There still remain some handi- 
caps to be overcome and developmental work to be accomplished before 
we can reach the maximum allowable power ratings for UHF stations 
as established by the FCC. 

If I may draw a simple analogy, UHF broadcasting is to VHF 
broadcasting like endeavoring to carry on commercial farming on the 
slopes of Mt. Everest, up toward the timberline, as compared to farm 
ing in the valley. As we move farther up the radio spectrum, we’r¢ 
moving farther up the mountain where new equipment, new methods 
and new techniques must be developed. Equipment alone is not th 
answer. This must be combined with the intelligence, the aggressive- 
ness and the ability of those using the equipment. 

First, if I may, I would like to draw one general conclusion concern- 
ing television broadcasting. Since we have a financial stake in broad- 
east stations to the extent that we do not receive full cash payment for 
transmitters, studio equipment, and antennas we supply to broad 

casters, we have been more than interested observers of the difficulties 
some stations are encountering. In our judgment there are a number 
of elements which control the success or failure of any broadcast 
station. One, of course, is the broadcast equipment itself, its ability 
to function properly and transmit a signal of sufficient strength over a 
selected area. This I will discuss in some detail. 

Of equal importance are those factors which control the success or 
failure of any business, under our free enterprise system: financing, 
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product, market, and management. Lacking just one is enough to 
place a station in trouble. 

I cite these facts and conclusions for one purpose only—to stress 
that broadcast stations are governed by the same factors which govern 
success and failure of any business, and although they have some prob- 
lems unique unto themselves, there may be deeper and underlying 
causes for some of their difficulties. 

Now in turning to the technical story of UHF broadcast equipment, 
I believe the committee is acquainted with the fact that there are 
technical factors which govern the reception of a good UHF picture 
in any given location. 

These are: 

The transmitted power, that it, the effective radiated power from 
the transmitter and antenna system of the broadcast station. 

The general propagation characteristics at the transmitted fre- 
quency. 

3. The distance from the antenna to the location of the receiver. 
Special terrain characteristics. 

5. The receiving antenna. 
6. The transmission line between receiver and antenna. 
7. Receiver sensitivity and noise factor. 

8. General or localized interference problems. 

Any one of these factors can affect the creation of a good picture in 
the home of the set owner and it is an ove rsimplification to charge the 
transmitter or the receiver with failures in the absence of detailed 
information on all these points: and, of course, it must be remembered 
that even if the picture is technically perfect, but doesn’t interest any- 
one, the whole effort is a failure. 

The first basic technical problem is that UHF requires much higher 
effective radiated power or ERP as compared to VHF to attain the 

same degree of coverage of a given area. As an example, figure No. 1, 
ittac ‘hed to the copies of my statement shows a chart of the District, 
of Columbia and sur rounding : areas. Assuming the same location for 
a VHF and a UHF station, with the same antenna height of 500 feet 
for each, 5 kilowatt ERP is needed for primary coverage out to 10 
miles by the UHF station as compared with 1.6 kilowatt ERP for a 
VHF station. 

To extend the primary coverage out to 32 miles would require 1,000 
kilowatt ERP for the UHF stations and 200 kilowatt ERP for the 
VHF stations. 

This need for higher power for UHF stations was of course recog- 
nized by the FCC in establishing the higher power maximums for 
these stations. The General Electric Co. early recognized the develp- 
mental problems involved and was the first to make available UHF 
broadcast equipment producing more than 200 kilowatts ERP, 
UHF transmitter power of 12 kilowatts. 

As an illustration of the complexity of this problem, I would refer 
you to figure 2 which shows three electron tubes. The first is a 
common receiving-type tube generally employed in your radio and 
television receivers at home. The second tube is a transmitting tube 
capable of delivering 10 kilowatts in the high channel VHF band, 
that is, channels 7 to 13. The third tube is the klystron used to 
develop 12 kilowatts of UHF power. The 10 kilowatt VHF tube is 

design introduced about 2 years ago and consequently represents 


a 
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the state of an art for which industry has been actively designing 
equipment since before World War LI. 

The klystron, which stems from a radar development of the late 
war years was not considered for television application until 1948, 
and a final product was not available for transmitter design until 1952 
even under a highly accelerated engineering development program. 

The usual time cycle for design of a new transmitter following 
transmitting tube development is 1 full year, and normally another 
full year is required for manufacture of the first unit. 

We were able to compress transmitter design and manufacturing 
from 2 years into less than 1 year and to ship the first 12 kilowatt 
UHF transmitter in December of 1952 

The photograph marked “Figure 3’ ’ shows one of these transmitters. 
As an indication of size this equipment is 21 feet 6144 inches long, 85 
inches high, 34 inches deep and weighs, with its power supply and 
cooling equipment which are externally located, over 6 tons. 

It must be recognized that the transmitter is only one of the essen- 
tial equipments of a broadcast station, Additional design and devel- 
opment was required for antenna, coaxial transmission line, wave- 
guide, and such transmitter accessories as filtrexers, demodulators, 
sweep generators, harmonie filters, aural station monitors, and visual 
station monitors. These are all specialized pieces of equipment nec 
essary to operate a UHF transmitter in accordance with FCC 
requirements. 

The filtrexer, for example, is a device which shapes the transmitted 
visual signal in accordance with FCC requirements, and, in addition, 
permits the mixing of the aural and visual signals so that both can be 
transmitted from the same antenna. A comparable device to the UHF 
filtrexer as transmitter accessory equipment is the VIF diplexer. 

Figure 4 illustrates one type of VHF diple xer anda UHF filtrexer. 

The filtrexer is the one on the left. It looks like a plumber’s 
nightmare. 

The difference in complexity of the two designs is immediately 
apparent. 

Another significant point of comparison between VHF and UHF 
is evident in the spread of frequencies for each service. In the case 
of VHF, the frequency awe from the lowest to the highest channel 
is 162 megacycles. In the case of UHF, the spread of frequency is 
420 megacycles, Consequently the UHF equipment involves consid- 
erably more adaptability. or as an alternative, different designs must 
be offere 1 for different ranges of frequency within the UHF band. 
This is particularly evident in the klystron where six different designs 
are necessary in order to supply a klystron transmitter for any chan- 
nel the customer might ” sodamed 

Basic vs and very briefly. this describes the technical problems 
faced in the development of UHF broadcast equipment. Another and 
separate phase of these problems was the amount of technical educa- 
tion necessary. When the freeze was lifted by the FCC in 1952, 2 
short years ago, there were not more than 20 ‘broadeast-transmitter 
engineers throughout the United States familiar with the design prob- 
lems and characteristics of UHF. Presently there are not more than 
400 maintenance operating and servicing personnel qualified in the 
UHF field, as compared with the 5,000 to 6,000 which ultimately may 
be required. ’ 
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In the face of these problems, here essentially is what we have been 
ible to accomplish. General Electric has developed, produced, and 
arketed a complete line of UH F transmission and studio equipment 
We were able to deliver the first 12-kilowatt transmitter less than 6 
mons after the first CP was issued by the FCC. We have delivered 
t UHF transmitters in all, of which 34 are 12-kilowatt transmitters. 
We a ave equipped 100 percent of all stations operating with more 
than 5 kilowatts - transmitter power and more than 90 percent of 
ul] tations over 1 kilowatt. We have developed antennas capable of 
transmitting up to 1,000 kilowatts of ERP, the maximum authorized 
by the FCC. 

Senator Scnorrren. If you do not mind an interruption 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No, sir. 

Senator Scuorrren. I take it your company has practically fur- 
nished all of the equipment in this new field; is that right ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The high-power equipment, Senator ? 

Senator ScHorrrer. Yes. That is what I have in mind—the high 
power ia om nt. 

Mr. CuAmpersain. The bulk of the transmitters in the field today 
are nd rating on a transmitter of 1 killowatt and an effective radiated 
power of 20 to 25 kilowatts, depending upon antenna gain and trans 
mission-line losses. 

It might be enlightening to the committee if I give an exact time- 
table covering the development of this UHF broadcast equipment. 
General Electric began development of UHF television-transmitting 
equipment in October 1948, following by less than 1 month indication 
that UHF allocations were being considered by the FCC. Initial de 
velopment was centered on producing a basic 100-watt exciter unit, 
and on investigation of circuitry and tubes for power levels of 1 kilo 
watt and 5 kilowatts. 

Our investigation indicated the desirability of a klystron tube ap 
proach for the higher power levels, so we approached Varian Associ- 
ates in November of 1948 regarding development of such a tube. 

Senator ScuorrreLt. What do you mean by Varian Associates ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Varian Associates is an organization in Cali 
fornia primarily headed by two brothers by the name of Varian, who 
hold, I believe, either directly or on assignment, most of the patents on 
the klystron type of tube. They are two extremely able engineers and 
physicists who have been the mainstay, you might say, of klystron 
development. 

In March of 1949 we entered into a contract with them for the 
development of a 5-kilowatt tube. Not until April 1951, did our 
experience with the 5-kilowatt tube indicate that power ratings of 12 
kilowatts, or even higher, were practical. We then made the decision 
to direct our work to the development of this 12-kilowatt klystron. 
This, with the four-bay antenna, would permit the maximum ERP 
then contemplated. 

In April 1952 the FCC issued its sixth report which contains the 
new rules governing television-broadeast stations in which it was an 
nounced that the maximum ERP for UHF would be established at 
1,000 kilowatts. 

We immediately began an investigation of the possibility of reach- 
ing this maximum allowable ERP. Based on the receipt of the first 
development model of 75-kilowatt klystron, currently promised for 
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UHF transmitter could be made by spring or summer of 1956. This is 
based on an estimated accelerted transmitter design period of 9 months 
and an accelerated production cycle of 6 to 9 months. This schedule 
also is predicated on satisfactory commercial acceptance of transmit- 
ters of this rating and could be amended if the market outlook changes. 

I recite these facts, not with any feeling of braggadocio but as a 
foundation for the statement that the broadcast- -equipment industry in 
general, and General Electric in particular, has utilized every avail- 
able bit of engineering and research talent to provide successful UHF 
broadcasting equipment to the broadcast stations. I feel it has been 
a significant engineering achievement without which UHF broadcast- 
ing would not have advanced to the point it has reached today. 

I would be the first to admit that we did not attain the above-listed 
achievement without errors or without difficulties. In no accelerated 
program dealing with highly technical and complex equipment could 
a 100-percent performance record be expected. In effect, we wrapped 
up an engineer with each of the early transmitters shipped. But we 
did the same with the first VHF transmitters, back after the war. 

Then we not only wrapped up the engineer, but we also had them 
make out their wills before they left since they might be too old or too 
confused to do so when they got back. I can now report that every 
one of the installations are providing normal or above-normal service. 
The shakedown cruise is over, and the equipment has been proven 
capable. 

So there may be no misunderstanding concerning our investment in 
UHF, I would like to point out to the committee that we have invested 
far more than the 360,000 engineering man-hours or $3,600,000 in 
research and development covering items such as tooling and things of 
that sort. 

Because of our background of VHF experience we recognized that 
few if any new stations would become howling financial successes im 
mediately they went on the air. We knew from experience that many 
would lose money until they had built up—primarily by good pro- 
graming—sufficient demand for their service that the public would 
invest in television sets capable of receiving their signals, and had 
established an audience that made it attractive for advertisers to pur- 
chase time. We knew that this would not be an easy nor a brief task 
in many areas. We have arranged comparatively long-range financ- 
ing for these station operators to ease the burden of their I: aunching a 
successful operation. Total value of our shipments of UHF equip- 
men to CP holders is over $10 million. Outstanding at the present 
time, that is, late last month, is over $7 million. Let me point out that 
the financial risk is not that of the station owners alone, but that 
equipment manufacturers too have a sizable stake in the success or 
failure of UHF. But even if the station is eminently successful, the 
equipment manufacturer receives only the contract price with no added 
bonus for the risk he has taken. 

If I may sum up briefly, I believe that the General Electric Co., as 
one of the major broadcast equipment manufacturers, has rendered an 

outstanding technical service to the broadcast industry in carrying out 
at considerable financial risk an accelerated program of development 
and manufacture of UHF television broadcast equipment. I believe 
also that, because of this contribution, the state of the art, that is, DHF 
technology, is well developed, and within a short time, probably by 
early 1956, we will be able to make available transmitters capable of 
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the maximum ERP presently authorized by the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission. 

But I want to stress that at this moment, and for some months 
past, UHF transmitting equipment is available to broadcasters which 

vill enable them to transmit an adequate signs ul. We can make avail- 
able to any of the low-power UHF stations 12-kilowatt amplifiers 

hat will raise their effective radiated power to the limits now imposed 
yy the state of the art—in other words, to approximately 250 kilo- 
watts ERP. Several broadcasters have already raised transmitting 
power from 1 kilowatt to 12 kilowatts by adding a 12-kilowatt ampli- 
fier—and, incidentally, we can deliver within 30 days of receipt of 
order. 

I would like to interpolate one little thing here, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman, 

Senator ScnHoerprn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. And that is some people who are not engineers 
lo not have a true concept of the difference in received signal with 
variation in transmitter power. If we can assume for a minute a 

HF station using a 1-kilowatt transmitter, with a given antenna 
beight and a given antenna gain, and consider that as 1 unit of 
received signal at the receiving point, then by going to 12 kilowatts 
of transmitter power, everything else being equal, the received signal 
it any given point will be 3.4 times as strong; by going to 60 kilo- 
watts and assuming the same conditions otherwise, the received signal 
will be 7.7 times as strong as from a 1-kilowatt transmitter. 

Senator ScHorrreLt. Now, will that affect the receiving sets that 
can be operated on both of these methods ¢ 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, sir. 

Now, I might make 1 other comparison, for the benefit of those 
stations presently operating at the 12-kilowatt level: If everything 
else remained the {anaee and they went to 60 kilowatts, then the re- 
ceived signal, i were considered as a unit of 1 again at the 12- 
cilowatt level, with a 60-kilowatt amplifier, would be about 2.26 times 
with 60 as it would be with 12. 

Senator Scnorrre.. Would that then affect these sets that were 
advertised as or capable of receiving both of these types of broad- 
rasts ¢ 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, sil 

That will be covered in more detail by the next speaker, who will 
give you additional information. 

Senator Scnorrre.. You will pardon some of these questions in a 
purely elementary way, and don’t make the fatal mistake, as far as 
your acting chairman 1s concerned, that he knows anything about this 
thing. So, the more you can get it in lay language and in an under- 
standable way, the more it will be appreciated by us when we go into 

this record, I assure you. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Senator, we appreciate the questions and the 
opportunity to try to clarify anything that is in doubt. 

The approximate 250 kilowatts of ERP mentioned above is based 
on an omnidirectional antenna pattern. For certain special market 
yeography it is possible to directionalize the helical antenna to achieve 
effective radiated powers of 400 to 500 kilowatts ERP from 12-kilo- 
watt transmitter power in certain specified directions. 

Senator Scuorpre.. Now, what do you mean by that? 
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Mr. Cuampertain. An omnidirectional antenna is one that ra- 
diates a substantially equal signal in all directions. In other words, 
here sits the antenna and the territory around it is the one you want 
to cover. With an omnidirectional antenna, the signal being sent 
out a given distance, terrain being discarded, will be approximately 
the same in all directions from the antenna. 

A directional antenna is one that has been purposely distorted in 
such a way that more of its energy is radiated in a desired direction 
than in a less desirable direction. For instance, if you had an antenna 
here to cover Washington and the station and the antenna were located 
other than at the center of the population, you might want to get more 
of your energy into the heavily populated areas. That is practical 
within certain limits. In other words, you beam it a little like a 
searchlight, shall we say, purposely changing the construction of the 
antenna, 

We can’t make any more power. We can only direct the power that 
is presently there. 

Incidentally, that is the only reason we use the term “effective ra- 
diated power” rather than “transmitted power.” We take what powe1 
is available, direct it where it is most useful. 

This is accomplished by attaching horizontal stubs to certain turns 
of the helices. ‘These excited radiators desirably distort the circular 
horizontal field to give the increased gain in certain directions as de- 
sired by the customer. 

In conclusion, there exist some technical limitations in the higher 
frequencies, built-in disadvantages, they might be called, but the 
engineering and research talent of the industry has overcome most of 
these handicaps. 

From a technical viewpoint UHF broadcasting equipment is a 
cogent example of the yoape'd of American industry to open up new 
frontiers of knowledge in a brief span of time and make the benefits 
of our increased technology available to the public. 

Senator Scuorrren. I would like to ask you something here with 
reference to Dr. Dumont’s plan—not on whether you agree with the 
plan or not, but the thing I was wondering about, as I listened and 
forgot to ask him, was this: Assuming that some of those plans would 
be feasible and proper or, in the wisdom and judgment of everybody 
who has to deal with it, would approach some kind of solution, would 
it still not entail a readjustment of practically the major portions of 
all of these sets now out to be able to fit into those programs by the 
enlar; geme nt of the VHE ? 

Mr. Cuampernar. T he adjustment of the receivers ? 

Senator Scuorrret. Yes; the receivers. 

Mr. Cuampertarn. Well, again you will get more information from 
the next speaker. 

Senator Scnorrrer, All right. 

Mr. Cuamprr“ain. Certainly if you were going to have a universal! 
television service, in which certain program services are available only 
through UHF or only available at UHF at certain portions of th 
time, then you will not bring that to full fruition until all receivers 
or essentially all are converted to receive the UHF signals as well as 
VHF signals. 

That is part of the crux of the matter, I believe, as far as the eco 
nomic success of the broadcaster is concerned. 

I didn’t intend to get into this end of it, but certainly the old story 
of the hen and the egg applies as far as UHF broadeasting is con- 
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cerned. People, we belie sve, will convert to UHF when there are pro- 
grams on UHF that they want to see and hear badly enough. 


\dvertisers, I believe, will buy time on UHF when they consider 
UHF is rendering a circulation service, an economical circulation 
service, 

So, the problem is to get the hen and the egg to arrive somewhere 

ir simultaneously. 

Senator Scuorrpren. 1 don’t mean to monopolize vour time here, but 
you are more than an ordinary expert in this field, and your com 
Any probab rly other companies hi ave done a world of researc h, and 
vou are not doing this without some idea of getting reimbursement 
by reason of increased sales. That is the good, old American system. 
“Mr. CHamMpBernain. We have hopes. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Now, is this a fair question to ask you—and 
f you have any enlightment, I would really like to have it because it 
goes to the public side of this thing—do you feel you are making 
rapid strides in developing new tec hniques : and applications or appa 
ratus that could be utilized by a majority of the good standard sets 
+o tenles Mealerennatenaiel 

Mr. CHampBer.ain. Again it is a receiver problem, and the next 
speaker will touch on it in more detail. 

Senator Scnorrren. All right. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. But my honest opinion is we already have appa 
ratus that is entirely adequate to do what you are speaking of. 

‘nator Scuorpren. I see. 

Mr. Eee ‘in. I think there are economic and program 
factors that are really the important things here. 

Senator Scuorrren. I am inclined to agree with you, from what 
little IT have heard about it. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. My testimony is to nail down, if I can, the 

ought, as far as the ap yparatus is concerned, at either the transmitting 
or the receiving end, and they are both equally imports unt—they are 
. part of a system—that as “Ma as that portion of this problem i 
oncerned it. is reasonably well under control not per fect, but reason 
ibly well under control. I think there are some other things, and | 
think many in the room probably would agree with me, that are 
—— near under control. 

iator SCHOEPPEL. Senator. 

ol BowrtnG. Nothing more. Thank you. 

Mr. Wintiam A. Rornerrs (counsel for Allen B. Du Mont Labora 
tories and Du Mont television network). Senator, my name is William 
\. Roberts. I am counsel for Le Mont. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Yes,s 

Mr. Rorerrs In regard aa. your earlier question you said you would 
have addressed to Dr. Du ve it were he still here 

Senator Scnorrren. Yes, s 

Mr. Roserts. Which had to do with the question of whether any 
one of his three plans would require any or great change to the major 
portion of television sets now on the market, thus making them capa 
ble of receiving UHF, it would not for these 2 reasons: The first 2 
plans do not contempl: ig changes in any place whe re you already had 

t VHF stations—as, for example, New York, ¢ ‘hicago, Los Angeles. 


ities with great occupations of sets, great penetration of sets. Of 


ourse, they would not have to be changed there because you would 
ave no compulsory effect on programing. 
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Now, with respect to the cities where you promote or enlarge the 
population of UHF receivers, obviously they would have to have 
UHF changes; but that would be a relatively small proportion of 
the entire present number of sets in the hands of the public. 

Senator Scuorrre.. That is most helpful. LI appreciate getting that 
into the record. I think it may have some informational value. 

Let me say thank you, sir, for your presentation here, which will 
be most helpful, and the exhibits attached to your statement will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The exhibits referred to are as follows :) 


Comparative Coverage of UHFe VHF 
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Senator Scnorpren. If there are no further questions now of this 
witness, we will proceed now with Dr. L. R. Fink, who is manager of 
the engineering, radio and television department of the General Elec- 
tric Co. 

Your statement, sir, and exhibits will become a part of the record, 

nd you may proceed as you wish. 


STATEMENT OF DR. L. R. FINK, MANAGER OF THE ENGINEERING, 
RADIO, AND TELEVISION DEPARTMENT, GENERAL ELECTRIC 
CO. 


Dr. Finx. Thank you, sir. 

My name is Lyman R. Fink. I am manager of engineering for the 
radio and television department of the General Electric Co. 

‘Senator Scrorpren. I want to ask you— and I know you have been 
doing it—not to throw us into this wall with your voice, but I take it 

me of these interested folks back here would like to hear what you 

ive to say; so, if you would speak up I think it would be appreci: ated 
by the folks in the back of the room. 

Dr. Finx. Thank you, sir, and I will appreciate a suggestion if you 
find it lapsing a little bit. 

Senator Scuorrret. All right. 

Dr. Frvx. My purpose in appearing here today is to present the 
story of the UHF receiver from a technical and from an economic 
viewpoint. I will touch upon the preparations the General Electric 
Co. made during the freeze for introducing UHF receivers and the 
progress that we have made in UHF reception since commercial broad 
( cast ing started. I believe it will be clear to you as the story develops 
hat the acute competition existing in the receiver industry has pro- 
V vide d assurance, and will continue to provide assurance, that the UHF 
customer will always get his choice of the best UHF performance and 
cost that the technology will allow. This same keen competition also 
provides assurances of maximumeffort toward improving that 
technology. 

It is appropriate in such a hearing as this that we should examine 
the performance of the receiver manufacturer. He was faced with a 
major problem of providing a new service to the American public. 
He faced the challenge of providing that service with the conic ting 
requirements of the best possible product performance at the lowest 
possible cost. 

As I said, this is a highly competitive industry. The manufacturers 
in this industry are engaged in an intensive struggle to earn a profit 
in a buyer’s market. ‘Under these circumstances even the smallest 
cost factor at the manufacturer’s level can assume critical importance. 

The desire shared by most large corporations to be responsible in- 
dustrial citizens implies an obligation to give the public the best possi- 
ble products and services at the lowest possible cost, but the down-to- 
earth profit motives in a competitive economy positively demand that 
we do so. 

In almost every consumer product there is available to the customer 
\ free choice of performance level. It is entirely proper that this be 
so, for he should not be required to pay additional money for perform 
ance he does not need. This practice, for example, is found in almost 
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all consumer goods lines, from clothing to automobiles, from foodstuffs 
to homes. ‘This is equally true with UHF-equipped receivers. 

While our company elected to offer the maximum performance we 
now how to provide at any reasonable price, others o:fered a choice 
of lower performance UHF circuits at lower prices. In general, the 
lower-cost solutions were capable of completely satisfactory perform- 

nce in the stronger signal areas. It should be recognized, too, that 
throughout the industry UHF performance improved rapidly with 
the technology. Thus, for example, an average UHF receiver built 
Jate in 1953 performed better than a neighboring receiver built early 
t is my personal conviction that an excellent job has been accom- 
plished with an exceedingly difficult problem. 

\We began our work on UHF receivers in 1948. Our early work 
consisted almost exclusively of engineering development directed to- 
ward having continuously at hand a converter design which could be 
used for receiving UHF as soon as broadcasts became available. We 
first put in production a VHF receiver equipped for field or factory 
conversion as early as 1950. In 1951 we manufactured and made 
available to our distributors a quantity of several hundred UHF con- 
verters, model UHF 101. 

[ have here a sample of that early model T converter 

You will note this was before the allocation was released. We did 
not know how the channels would be numbered. So, the scale is grad- 
uated in megacycles, in frequency, instead of channel number. 

Senator Scuorrret. What would that have cost me if I had 
bought one? 

Dr. Fink. Iam coming to that here. 

Senator Scuorrren. All right. 

Dr. Fink. It would have cost you $49.95. 

This was done prior to the time that the FCC released its alloca- 
tion plan and was done for the purpose of educating the factory and 
field representatives. This action demonstrated that our receivers 
then in the hands of the public were capable of receiving UHF 
through such means. As a point of interest, the engineering invest- 
ment which we had in UHF conversions as of this point of time, 
prior to the release of the FCC’s allocation plan, was of the order of 
tens of thousands of man-hours. 

As of the date of the action by the Commission in lifting the freeze 
and releasing its allocation plan we were in this position from the 

tandpoint of the receivers: 

(1) Every GE receiver in the hands of the public was capable of 
receiving UHF broadcasts through the use of UHF converters. 

(2) All of our receiver production incorporated the 41-megacycle 
intermediate frequency which had been adopted by the Commission 
as an integral part of its UHF allocation plan. 

(3) Several different designs of converters had been given exten- 
sive field tests both on the experimental broadcasts made available 
by NBC in the Bridgeport area, and on the broadcasts of the General 
Electric experimental station at Syracuse. 

(4) Several hundred of the model UHF 101 converters which we 
had built were still available for sale to the public—and here I an- 
swer your question directly, Senator—at a price of $49.95, which, 
incidentally, represented a very substantial manufacturing loss. 
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5) An improved and simplified design was undergoing tooling 

d was pli _— to be in production in time to meet the first com 
nereae tt HF broadcasts 

6) A very ee ant portion of our total engineering effort in 

elevision-receiver design was directed toward the development of 
improved UHF reception means. Part and parcel of this work was 
the continuing coordination with and pressure on component ve ndors 
for improved components suitable for UHF purposes, including par 
ticularly oscillator tubes and converter crystals. 

Before proceeding to the story of our actions subsequent to the 
lifting of the freeze, it may be appropriate to explain some of the 
problems unique to the UHF receiver, including some details on the 
types of conversions which could be and were, in fact, utilized. 

The committee members will recognize, as Mr. Chamberlain pointed 

mit, that the introduction of UHF as a consumer service represented a 
mayer technological stride. From the standpoint of the new com- 
ponents and the new disciplines required for mass production of a 
successful product for UHF this step forward was technically difficult. 
Many alternative solutions to the problem had to be explored by every 
major competitor in the industry and quite a large variety of solutions 
were brought forth to be tested in the market place. Not only were we 
as a company developing several alternative designs, but we also were 
assiduously testing the offerings of many vendors in this field, includ- 
ing some competitors. 

The problem facing the set manufacturer at that time might be 
summarized thus: 

(1) The time at which the freeze would be lifted was completely un- 
predictable. 

(2) The time at which a significant amount of commercial UHF 
broadcasting would be in place was even more unpredictable. 

(3) The pace of technological progress was such that the manu 
facturer could expect that any new design on which he undertook to 
tool up would probably be obsolete before advisable production was 
realized. 

(4) Until a significant fraction of the manufacturer’s output was 
to be sold in areas where the customer would need both VHF and UHF 
service, neither the customer nor the manufacturer could afford to pay 
the considerable premium required to fully equip every set for both 
services—and this situation, of course, applies even today. 

(5) The portion of the television set most influenced by the additi ion 
of UHF is the tuner or head end, as it is called. The manufacturer’s 
problem was to modify or add to his VHF head end in such a manner 
as also to receive UHF. 

Now, in the hope that it might contribute to an understanding of the 
UHF receiver story, I have brought examples along of some of the 
choices available for doing this: 

(a) Some head ends of the turret type were designed so that a VHF 
turret strip could be removed and a UHF turret strip substituted. 

[ have here such a turret-type head, with the strip ready for removal, 
which ean be removed, and the VHF can be removed and a UHF strip 
such as this substituted. 

Senator Scnorrren. What would that cost ? 

Dr. Fink. This, sir, I am not familiar with in detail. I use this for 
illustrative purposes. I believe in the UHF form it costs the manu- 
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facturer in the neighborhood of $15 or so. The UHF strips, I believe | 
was told, ran around $12 or $15, something like that. 

I am sorry that is not authoritative data. 

Senator Scnorrret. Thank you. We understand. 

Dr. Fink. (0) A separate 1 or 2 or multiple-station converter could 
be added to the set either internally or externally. The UHF stations 
could be preset on such a converter according to the channels on the 
air where the set was to be used. 

Here is an example of this type, where you can preset the stations, 
and this converts the UHF to a VHF signal to go then into the con 
ventional VHF. 

Senator Scnorrret. And what would the cost be on that—some 
approximation of the cost ? 

Dr. Frnx. I believe, sir, that was in the order of $20, plus the insta] 
lation charge in case it was not already in the set; and again if that 
figure is important to you, I will be very glad to verify it accurately. 

Senator ScHorrre.. I just wanted something in the record indicat- 
ing the probable range of cost. 

(ec) Alternatively, a so-called continuous tuner could be added to 
the set either internally or externally. 

Here is an example of such a tuner, covering in this case all of the 
UHF channels. 

Senator Scnorrret. Would that be comparable in cost as you men- 
tioned a while ago ? 

Dr. Finx. Roughly comparable. These were different chronologi 
cally in time, and costs do change with time, but the same order of 
magnitude applies; yes. 

I think I should correct that to say the cost to the consumer was 
quoted, I believe, yesterday, and perhaps fairly accurately. 

Senator Scuorpren. Yes. 

Dr. Finn. The range, as you recall, was from 20 to 60, averaging 
around 30 or 40. 

Combinations of these various alternatives also offered certain 
advantages. 

Now, all of these choices had to be evaluated in terms of the esti 
mated percentage of UHF sets to be built, the cost added to every set 
to use them on every set, and most importantly the current and ex- 
pected performance to be achieved by each scheme. 

Let us review now the program which we have followed since the 
lifting of the freeze on July 1, 1952. 

When the freeze was lifted we immediately released production on 
the best design of converter available in our laboratories. Production 
on this unit commenced about coincident with the first commercial 
UHF broadcasting at Portland, Oreg. The unit was made available 
not only as an integral, built-in part of our then current line of sets, 
but also as a kit which could be added internally or externally to every 
VHF set we had built. 

As the UHF broadcasting picture unfolded and as technology in 
components and circuits advanced, we have continually refined and 
improved our UHF offerings. Normally we have introduced new 
VHF chassis only once each year; but in 1953 we introduced three dif- 
ferent UHF designs, each a step ahead of its predecessor. 

In our latest 1954 offering, the premium for UHF service is as low 
as half what it was in our early sets, while the performance in terms 
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of ability to receive a satisfactory picture on UHF has been improved 
several-fold. 

We continually have offered our distributors and dealers the best 
UHF receiving equipment we are able to make and, except during the 
starting rush, in whatever volume they were willing to order. 

It may be of some interest that, as Commissioner Hyde and Mr. 
McDaniel told you yesterday, during 1953 the industry shipped about 
20 percent of their sets equipped for UHF; in our own case, approxi- 
imately 22 percent of our total 1953 production was equipped for VHF 
as it left the factory; enough UHF kits to field change an additional 
5 or 10 percent were shipped. Since early last fall, our working 

nventory of UHF equipped sets in the field has been proportionally 
very much higher than VHF only sets. 

Now, where do we stand as of May 1954% 

Our company still has a major engineering program in the UHF 
receiver field both as to sets and as to components. We are offering 
the UHF customer much more for his money than ever before. We 
are continuing in the race against competition to make our UHF per- 
formance the best that the technology will allow. Every television 
model we produce is available either with or without UHF and every 
VHF only set we ship can easily be changed in the field to add U HF. 
We are rapidly approaching the time when a UHF set will give as 
good a picture as a VHF set under equivalent signal conditions. 

I would like to illustrate our progress with some photographs we 
have made for this purpose. These were made in our laboratories 
under controlled conditions simulating as nearly as possible the ave1 
age TV reception obtainable with VHF and that obtainable with 
UHF, both when it first went on the air in late 1952 and currently. 

But first, if you will pardon the distraction, I would like to digress 
into a somewhat technical vein. 

It was mentioned earlier that the receiver noise factor is important 
to satisfactory reception, and I would like to clarify this, sir. 

When your radio is between stations or on a distant station, you 
sometimes hear atmospheric static and receiver noise. This receiver 
ioise is generated in the set and is characteristic of electric circuitry. 
In a television picture the noise signals, instead of being heard, ap- 
pear as what is commonly called snow. The engineers still refer to it 
as noise. 

Senator Scnorrrent. That is what is happening to my set. I can 
testify you are right on that. 

Dr. Fixx. The weaker the signal, the higher proportionately is 
the noise generated by the set. If the signal is strong, noise generated 
by the set is negligible. j 

Engineers have devised methods of measuring the noise-generating 
capacity of a receiver and speak of this as a noise factor. 

One of the problems of receiver designers is to make that noise 
factor as low as possible while still keeping the cost of the receiver 
also as low as possible. 

There are many important design problems in UHF receivers, but 
the noise factor is the only really fundamental technical limitation 
that we have faced. 

The noise factor commonly is computed in decibels, called db’s and 
the noise factor for UHF receivers has been and still is considerably 
higher than for VHF receivers. The history, however, is one of rapid 
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improvement. The industry average last year has been reported at 
20 to 24 decibels, with General Electric UHF receivers closing the 
year at 16 to 20 decibels and currently running 12 to 16 decibel. Some 
further can bee xpected. 

Now in the chart we have indicated the quality of picture obtain 
able under the conditions I mentioned earlier. We have simulated 
a receiver noise factor of 6 decibels for VHF, which is good current 
practice, and which was also available in the best VHF sets in 1952. 

That, you see, is in the first column, the VHF column. 

The second column shows a noise factor of 12 decibels which is 
rated as good to excellent performance at the present state of art 
of the UHF. 

In the third column we have simulated a 24 decibel noise factor, 
which is only slightly worse than the average UHF performance 
through the industry in late 1952 

In the first row we represe nt a strong signal such that the set 
generated noise or snow is masked and an exe ellent picture is obtained 
regardless of high noise factor. 

You will note the picture is equivalent both in the VHF and in 
the early and late UHF receivers. 

In the second row we have an indeterminate signal, strong enough 
to override noise in the VHF set, but one in which UHF at its pres- 
ent technology suffers slightly by comparison. 

Perhaps from your distance you cannot quite see that. There i: 
some snow in that center picture. 

The earlier UHF sets were somewhat worse off—on the right—but 
still giving a definitely usable picture. 

In the bottom row we have a weaker signal, giving a somewhat noisy 
VHF picture—in the lower level. 

A correspondingly weak signal at UHF would give a rather poor 
picture even today and a scarcely usable picture in 1952—in the lower 
right-hand corner. 

This, of course, simply means that the simulated 1952 set is beyond 
the useful range of transmission, or that its receiving antenna would 
have to be improved, or the transmitted power should be increased. 

I should hasten to point out at this point that we have presented 
here a rather hypothetical situation which implies that all the other 
factors mentioned earlier by Mr. Chamberlain, factors which con 
tribute to differences between VHF and UHF reception are made 
equal, and equal signal voltages are delivered to the receiver terminals. 

As I mentioned earlier, the noise factor is the fundamental limita 
tion that the set manufacturer has been fighting. No TV set manu- 
facturer can be complacent with the present performance level, but 
certainly, as you can see, very gratifying progress has been made. 
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What I want to leave with you gentlemen is this: Building a tech 
cally good UHF receiver at a price the consumer is willing to pay 
ias been a momentous task and is a continuing task. The result of our 
ork has been that the customer has had continuously available a 
vice of UHF receivers capable of performance up to the limits of 
- known technology. The receiver is not a real limitation to the 

wiih of ultra-high frequency. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Scnorpret. Thank you very much, Dr. Fink. 

Senator Hunt, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Hunr. How does the sale of your UHF sets compare with 

» VHF 

Dr. es, The sale of UHF sets compares with the VHF a little 
ess than the ratio I mentioned earlier. Last year we built 22 percent 
IiF and the sales were somewhat below 22 percent. So, at the close 
f the year we were heavy in the field in UHF compared to VHF. 
iv working inventory was disproportionately high in UHF. 
Senator Hunr. Then you run something like ito! 

Dr. Frvx. A little more than that, sir; yes. 

Senator Hunt. That is all I have. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Senator Bowring. 

& nator Bowrrne. I just want to compliment you and the people 
who have appeared before you that you make it possible for a layman 


to have any grasp of it at all. I am really surprised I have any feeling 


of knowing what you are talking about. 
Dr. Fink. Youare very kind. Thank you. 
Senator ScHorpreL. Senator Pastore, 
Senator Pasrorr. No. 
Senator Scnorrrent. Thank you very much, Dr. Fink, and I might 


say the exhibit attached to your statement will become a part of the 
record. 


Dr. Fink. Thank you, sir. 
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Senator Scuorrre,. The next gentleman testifying will be Mr. 

Haase, manager of developme nt engineering, receiving tubes, also of 
» General Electric Co. 

Now, your statement will become a part of the record and your ex- 

bits, so far as re produe tion is possible, and you may proceed in any 

inner that you desire, sir. 

Mr. Haase. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Scnorrre.. The floor is yours. Proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN P. HAASE, MANAGER OF DEVELOPMENT 
ENGINEERING FOR RECEIVING TUBES, GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Haase. My name is Allen P. Haase, and I am manager of de- 
elopment engineering for receiving tubes of the General Electric Co. 
\s manager of deve ‘lopment engineering, my responsibilities include 

the de velopment of certain tubes for application in UHF-TY receivers. 
Che General Electric Co. is one of the major manufacturers of elec- 
tronic receiving tubes and is one of the primary sources of new tube 
levelopments. Last year we manufactured over 100 million receiving 
tubes and in the last 2 years we have introduced approximately 30 per- 
ent of all of the new tubes developed in this country. 

For many years we have supplied tubes for application in radio and 
'V receivers, military and airborne equipment, computers, industrial- 
control devices, and other electronic apparatus. Our customers in- 
clude nearly all commercial receiver manufacturers. 

We have been engaged in the specific de ‘velopment of receiving tubes 
for UH F-TYV applications for approximately 5 years 

The history of tubes designed to operate at ‘these frequencies goes 
back to World War ITI when we engaged in the development of radar 

ceivers. For the higher frequenc ies at which radar devices operated, 
some of them within the present UHF-TV frequency range, it was nec- 
essary to develop special tubes. This was done by the use of techniques 
that could best be described as brute-force methods when performance 
meant lives and cost considerations were secondary. The so-called 
lighthouse tubes were developed for these applications and were capa- 
ble of operation at frequencies as high as 2,000 megacycles. 

I have here a light house tube of the type that was used at that time. 
There was a family of these tubes developed for radar purposes. 

Acorn tubes also were developed during this period and were capable 
of operating to frequencies of hundreds of megacycles. 

Here are Acorn tubes of that type. Notice the complex construction. 

As you can see from the construction these tubes were difficult to 
produce, were expensive and yielded performance far below our 
present standards. 

For higher frequencies of operation the receiving type klystron 
was taken from the laboratory and adapted to manufacturing tech- 
niques that were in existence at the time. 

The UHF detectors that were used were generally crystals of the 
silicon type and their performance left much to be desired. Here, 
again, the brute-force method was used and 2 or 3 production percent 
yields were common. 
















286 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 





This early history is cited to indicate our wartime experience with 

receiving devices in the present UHF-TV frequency range. Right 
after the war, FM broadcast service was established in the 88 to 108 
megacycle region. This was the first widespread public use of high 
frequencies and underscored the inadequacies of tubes and production 
methods available at that time; and it might be of interest to note that 
at about this time the miniature tube construction was just becoming 
well accepted by the industry. 

K:fforts were made to improve the performance of tubes for FM and 
with circuit improvements, performance to a frequency of 200 mega 
cycles was attained. 

by mid-1948 we had developed special tubes for airborne communi 
cations equipment for the Armed Forces that could oscillate and am 
plify efficiency at 500 megacye les. 

At the FCC hearings in 1948, there was general agreement that the 
area from 470 to 890 megacycles should be used for black-and-white 
television on the present standards; namely, a continuance of the 
present standard of television carried over into these ultra high fre- 
quencies. 

In the fall of 1948 our engineering organization was reorganized at 
its present location in Owensboro, Ky., and work was started to de 
velop a UHF oscillator tube which could be produced efficiently in 
large quantities for application in UHF-TYV receivers. This tube, the 
first of the group specifically designed for UHF-TV receivers, was 
designated the 6A F4 and was made available to receiver designers in 
October of 1949. 

We have a display on the left—on your right—which shows those 
tubes that we will be referring to. 

The oscillator tube, 6A F4, is at the left of that display, and is shown 
as 1949 oscillator. 

Prior to the development of this tube, designers could look only to 
makeshift methods for obtaining the signal energy at UHF frequen 
cies needed within the receiver in order to obtain operation. This in- 
volved using harmonics of an oscillator operating at lower frequencies 
and proved quite undesirable from several viewpoints. To summarize, 
none of the tubes in production at that time were suitable for UH F-TV 
applications as oscillators or amplifiers, and the special-purpose de 
vices made during the war were prohibitively expensive or inadequate 
in performance to justify their use. 

In order that the committee may have some understanding of the 
problem, it might be well to point out the reasons why vacuum-tube 
technology at UHF frequencies is different from that which had bee: 
known previously. In order to present the basic concepts without 
resorting to complex technical terminology it will be necessary to 
greatly simplify the explanation. 

The basic problems of UHF tube design are: (1) Transit time ef 
fects; (2) circuit constants: and (3) performance /cost ratio. 

The most simple high vacuum tube which will amplify received 
signals is the triode. This consists of a three-element tube, and I be 
lieve we have a diagram here which will illustrate this. 

In the center of the tube is a black object, a cathode, which emits 
electrons. 

Surrounding that cathode and supported by those two red electric 
wires we show in the cross-sections a grid which is used to pin 
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e flow of those electrons: and surrounding that. the blue object there, 
i plate or an anode, which collects the controlled electron stream. 
Now. in the space between the cathode and the erid electrons can 
controlled by the erid, while in the space between the erid and 
ode no grid control is possible. 


Electrons leaving the cathode travel at a relatively low speed toward 
e oT] cd: and when the distance betwen the cathode and the eric 
ree, this journey requires a relatively long time. 

At low frequencies of operation the voltage ap yplied to the control 
d changes slowly and an electron is able to complete its trip from 
itthode to the anode side of the grid before the control-grid voltage 
iInges ap »preciably. However, as the frequency is Increased, the 


tage applied to the grid changes more rapidly and electrons which 
started away from the cathode may not be able to travel outside the 

fluence of the control or id before its voltage changes causing them 
o return to the cathode. 


Chis means that controlled electrons are not received by the anode 


if the tube and that no amaphiticstion 18 hoor le by that device at 
these high frequencies. For instance, near the low frequet Ley end of 


the present UHF television band, 500 megacycles, 1 complete cycle or 
scillation of the radio-frequency signal occurs in two-billionths of 
1 second. 

[t might be well to note here the statement which has been printed 

inerror. It reads two ten-millionths, but this happens in two one 
billionths of a second. 

This means that 500 million times every second, and nearly a billion 
times per second at the high end of the band, the electrostatic field 
between grid and cathode makes a complete cycle of reversals. 

This description of the transit-time effect is far from complete but 
should serve to indicate that one of the requirements of a UHF tube 

S “— the physical distance from the cathode to the grid must be 
nal] 

“( ‘onsidering the second item, circuit constants, we are all used to 
thinking of a piece of wire as a conductor which is used to connect 
different parts of a circuit together. In our vacuum tubes wanes are 
used to connect the active electrodes, the cathode, grid and plate, again, 
to the external circuit elements which make proper oper: ation possi- 
le. At low frequencies these wires within the tube are just such 
onductors, but at ultrahigh frequencies this is no longer the case. 
\t UHF these wires have relatively high inductive reactance, just as 
do the coils which make your radio work at low frequencies. More- 
over, the total inductance which can be used at UHF may be several 
times less than that contained in only the leads of a regular receiving 
tube. Thus, another requirement of UHF tube design is that this 
lead inductance must be kept very low by some means if any of the 
‘ircuit which the designer is to use is to be located outsi« de of the 

acuum tube. Unless this circuit is available to the designer, the 
receiver cannot operate properly. 

These two factors dictate that the size of the tube must be limited. 
Other factors, such as standing wave voltage distribution on the active 
elements, interelectrode capacitances, cathode coating unifor mity, op- 
erating temperature, plate dissipation, stability, and mechanicul 
strength must all be considered. 

In terms of cost, many of these requirements impose demands which 
can be satisfied only by the use of expensive materials, and the tube 
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engineer must arrive at an economical balance of efficient materials 
utilization and manufacturability against electrical performance. 

Since 1949, when the 6AF4 design was made available to the in- 
dustry, many improvements have been made in terms of its construc- 
tion and performance, and the sketch which I have here and the cross- 
sectioned specimens which you have before you gives you some idea of 
the present construction of that tube. 

Notice the extremely small control] grid-to-cathode spacing. 

That is the dimension on the lower right which is outlined in red. 

You can see the extremely small control grid-to-cathode spacing and 
the small diameter wire which is used for these control electrodes. 

To give you an idea of the physical size of this wire, consider that 
an ordinary human hair is approximately three one-thousandths of 
an inch in diameter, whereas the wire which is wound on the grid is 
approximately one one-thousandth of an inch in diameter. 

That is the dimension shown in the upper left and outlined in red. 

Also, consider that approximately 200 of these wires are stretched 
across every inch of the length of the control grid. 

The spacing between the control grid and the cathode is much less 
than the thickness of an ordinary piece of paper. We are sure that 
you can appreciate the production problems that are inherent in manu- 
facturing such a device. 

In the DHF TV receivers under development during 1949, this oscil- 
lator tube provided energy to a crystal mixer. No RF amplifier tubes, 
other than the costly and difficult to apply lighthouse and acorn tubes 
were available. 

Development work was initiated in 1950 to produce an RF amplifier 
tube which would operate with significant amplification at these high 
frequencies and would have a suitably low noise figure to be of use in 
TV receivers. In addition, development was being carried on to pro- 
vide an improvement in performance reliability and other operating 
characteristics of the 6A F4 oscillator tube. 

By 1950 the miniature tube was the standard of the vacuum tube 
industry and so a combined theoretical and experimental study was 
undertaken to determine the possibility of applying this physical 
structure to the needs of the amplifier and improved oscillator prob 
lems. 

Considerable attention was paid to the factors involved in connect 
ing the active elements of the vacuum tube to the external circuit 
elements, and it might be well to point out again that at these fre 
quencies a considerable portion of the active external circuit is nor 
mally taken up by the leads within the tube. 

‘nder my direction circuit work and vacuum tube research and 
development engineering was undertaken on a task force basis. The 
work of our group was reported at the 1952 IRE national convention 
and was published in detail in the January 1953 issue of the Institute 
of Radio Engineers Proceedings which was devoted to UHF TV. 

Reprints of those publications which indicate the scope of our in 

vestigations are attached to our statement as well as copies of the 
Engineering and Application data for the commercial tube types 
6A.J4 and 6AM4 which resulted from our efforts. 

These types were made available to receiver manufacturers in the 
fall of 1952 and at the time of their announcement represented a con- 
siderable performance improvement over then current systems in 
terms of power gain and noise factor at the UHF frequencies. 
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The two tubes to which I refer are located as 1951 detector and 1951 
unplifier, 6AJ4 and the 6A M4, respectively. 

The crystal to which I referred is shown as 1951 detector, and that 

that little brown object in the middle there. 

The cost of adding these tubes to a receiver was, of course, consid 
erable and in any receiving system placed on the competitive market 

1e cost-performance ratio must receive serious consideration. 

During the time that these tubes were being developed, considerable 
vork had been done by crystal manufacturers in an effort to improve 

ie performance of their products. 

When the circuit development work had been completed for the 
ommercial application of these tubes, the performance of crystal 
mixers was such that at the high end of the UHF TV band—that is 
round a thousand megacycles—very little noise figure advantage was 

btained. 

At lower frequencies the tubes presented a real advantage, and at 
least one manufacturer has included a tube mixer in his UHF head 
end. 

To date only limited use has been made of the 6AJ4 RF amplifier 
tube by commercial manufacturers of TV receivers. It has been our 
objective to improve upon the performance of this amplifier tube, and 
onsiderable progress has been made in that direction in cooperation 

vith the designers of U HF head ends. 

In 1953 still another miniature type triode amplifier tube was in 
troduced to these designers, and a highly efficient miniaturized version 
of the Planar lighthouse tube, known as the GL 6299, was made avail 

ble for possible 4 future application. 

"The Triode type to which I refer is indicated as the 1953 amplifier, 
and the GL6299 is shown as 1955 with a big question mark. 

This latter tube, the GL6299, is not yet in large- scale production, but 
does represent the present standard by which all other RF amplifiers 
are judged. It might be interesting to consider that the price of this 
tube alone is $55 and, therefore, it can hardly be considered for com- 
mercial application in entertainment type devices at this time. 

From our standpoint, this has been a continuous development pro 
gram. Today crystal detector units provide the primary method of 
converting UHF signals to the intermediate frequency signals at which 
I'V receivers operate. As to the future we can anticipate almost im 
mediate application of a new tube type which we have developed and 
which is similar to the tube shown on the display as 1953 amplifier. 
This tube, operating with highly developed circuitry, should provide 
an improvement in pet rformance over presently available head ends. 
In addition, we are currently developing new devices which should 
provide additional improvements in receiver performance and which 
should be available to commercial users at a reasonable price. 

Performance measurements have been made on various manufac- 
turers’ tuners to establish comparative gain and noise factors as a gage 
of performance. It has been our experience that there has been a 
marked improvement in both in the past year. 

A year ago average figures might show about 25 decibel noise factor, 
whereas this year the : average would be from 18 to 20. The best com- 
mercial units are considerably better than that, perhaps an improve- 
ment of 6 decibels might be possible between the average and the best 
unit. 
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Dr. Fink has mentioned these figures previously. 
We have found that if we utilize the best practices applying the best 
tubes and optimum circuitry, we ¢ an measure noise figures at the high 
end of the UHF band less than 7.5 decibels. This noise factor would 
be roughly comparable to that which is realized in a standard VHF 
receiver today. However, it should be noted that a receiver capable of 
tuning all UHF channels and employing these optimum practices 
might well be expected to cost the consumer $175 to $200 more than 
presently available sets. Based on my own knowledge of the situation 
with respect to early VHF-TYV receivers, the trend in UHF perform 
ance 1s compare able. 

I would likt to emphasize that the problem of achieving comparable 
performance in UHF receivers has been immensely more difficult. 
The progress we have made was only attained by building upon the 
stepping stones of VHF developments and by an optimistic approach 
and dogged determination to conquer the tube and circuit problems I 
have mentioned. 

I would be hopeful that the committee members may have as much 

aith as I do in the ability of the electronics industry to solve any 
ae ific technical problem which is placed before it. That ability has 
been well demonstrated in both war and peace. It is impossible, of 
course, to establish a timetable for research and development, but 
amazing strides have been made, and will continue to be made in the 
more effective utilization of the radio spectrum. 

Senator Scnorrrent. Thank you very much, Mr. Haase, for your 
testimony, and your explanations which you have given us the bene- 
fit. of. 

The exhibits which you have attached to your statement will become 
a part of the official records of the committee. 

Senator Scnuorpren. I notice, in just looking at the witness list, in 
the absence of your chairman, who has been in attendance at another 
executive session of another committee and who will return as quickly 
as that is over, we have a number of witnesses here. We would like 
to get as many of them heard today as possible. Those who might 
fee] disposed to summarize and, of course, have their entire statement 
filed, we will, of course, be happy to have them do that. 

I mention that only in the manner of expediting the hearing and 
hearing as many of the witnesses today as we possibly can. 

As T understand, Mr. Watts is the next witness. He is executive 
vice president of Radio Corporation of America. 

Mr. Watts. 

Let. me say to you gentlemen who have testified: Thank you very 
much for your contribution here today. You have been most helpful. 

Mr. Watts, we will let the record show that your entire statement 
officially becomes a matter of record, and you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF W. WALTER WATTS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
RADIO CORPORATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Watts. Thank you, Senator. 

My name is W. Walter Watts, and T appear in behalf of Radio 
Corporation of America. T am executive vice president of RCA in 
charge of electronic products, and my office is at 30 Rockefeller Plaza, 
New York City. At the outset I would like to express RCA’s appre 

















best 
igh 
yuld 
HE 


le of 


1ces 

| 

hal 
tio} 
rm 


able 
ult. 

the 
ach 


ns I 


uch 
any 
has 
Ae 
but 
the 


our 


ne 
me 


. in 
her 
k]y 
ike 
rht 
ent 


ind 
ive 
Ty 


ui. 


nt 


‘T, 








STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 29] 


ition to the committee for permitting RCA to give testimony in this 
vestigation of the status of UHF television broadcasting. We know 
that substantial problems exist - this time in connection with the 
development of the U HF and we believe that the committee’s present 

vestigation, to ascertain the fact regarding that development, 1s a 

ealthy and constructive step. 

My statement will not be directed to economic matters relating to 
programing and network affiliation of UHF broadcasters, but will be 
concerned primarily with RCA’s deve lopme nt of the UHF as a tech 
nical service, and with apparatus which RCA has engineered and made 
vuilablé for use at the UHF. 

Mr. Joseph C. Hellernan, vice preside nt of the National Broadcast 
ng Co., a service of the Radio Corporation of America, is scheduled 
to testify later in these hearings concerning economic aspects of UHF 
broadeasting and I will not antic ipate thi it testimony. 

RCA already has a very substantial stake in the success of televi 
sion broadcasting at the UHF. We know of no other organization 
which has devoted as much money, as much time and as much engi- 
neering effort to the development of the UHF band, RCA has been 
engaged in development work in the ultrahigh frequencies for more 
than 20 years. To date, RCA has spent more than $16 million in 
bringing UHF to its present state of technical development. This 
expenditure involved the utilization of more than 1,800,000 engineet 
ing man-hours by RCA scientists and engineers. 

In 1948, when the Federal Communications Commission instituted 
hearings on opening up the UHF band to television broadcasting, 
RCA and NBC installed a complete UHF television system operat 
ing in a 504- to 510-megacycle channel at the Wardman Park Hote! 
in Washington. 

In 1949 RCA and NBC built and began operation of an experi 
mental commercial-type UHF broadcasting station at Bridgeport. 
Conn. This was the first UHF station ever to broadcast commercial 
television programs on a regular schedule. 

In 1952 RCA equipped and installed the first commercial UHF 
television station to go into operation, station KPTV, affiliated with 
the National Broade asting C o., in Portland, Oreg. 

According to statistics issued by the Radio-Electronics-Television 
Manufacturers Association, about 814 million television receivers 
were manufactured by the entire industry during 1953 and the first 
quarter of 1954. During this period more than 23 percent of the tele 
vision receivers manufactured and sold by RCA had UHF tuners 
built in at the factory. The average for the rest of the industry was 
about 20 percent. . 

For the first quarter of 1954, almost 28 percent of the television 
receivers shipped by RCA had UHF tuners built at the factory. Dur 
ing the same 3-month period, the average for the rest of the indus try, 
as reported by RETMA, was 23 percent. 

In addition, every RCA television receiver which does not have a 
UHF tuner built in at the factory is easily adapt: able to UHF in the 
field, 

RCA sells efficient and reasonably priced UHF tuners and sele 
tors designed for these sets and the RCA Service Co. is available to 
install these tuners in RCA receivers. 
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RCA has just completed the manufacture of its first 4,000 commer- 
cial color television receivers. Each of these receivers was equipped 
at the factory with a UHF tuner. 

We are proud of our record of pioneering and le: adership in research 
and in manufacture of UHF television transmitting and receiving 
equipment, and we believe that our record gives us more incentive to 
continue to work for the success of television broadcasting at the CHF 
than any other organization. For this reason, we are particularly 
gratified that this committee has indicated interest in the future of 
UHF broadcasting. 

To obtain an adequate understanding of present technical prob- 
lems at the UHF, some historical background is appropriate to place 
present events in proper perspective. Accordingly, I will briefly re- 
view some of the pertinent historical facts relating to the develop- 
ment of the UHF band. 

The search for space in the radio spectrum to accommodate the con- 
stantly increasing number of radio services has been going on since 
shortly after the invention of the three-element elec tron tube in 1906. 
Before the appearance of that tube, radio communications were lim- 
ited mainly to point-to-point contact between ship and shore stations. 
The need for more spectrum space for this purpose was not critica] 
and radio traffic congestion, when it did exist, could be blamed more 
properly on the crude apparatus in use rather than on any real scarcity 
of available wavelengths; but the coming of the versatile electron 
tube opened up a w ide v ariety of uses for radio signals, many of them 
far removed from the original marine wireless applications. 

Prior to the early thirties, the UHF portion of the spectrum 
that is the portion of the spectrum from 300 to 3,000 megacycles 
was a no-man’s land exhibiting formidable obstacles to those who 
attempted to examine and utilize its w idespread areas. 

Actually, however, these obstacles were not unexpected. For man) 
years substantial tec hnical problems had been anticipated whenever 
the theory of wave propagation at high frequencies was examined 
by scientists; but, because the possibilities i in this portion of the spec 
trum were admittedly tremendous, the UHF became a challenge to 
scientists and engineers despite the mi: ignitude of the problems to be 
faced. 

Senator ScuorpreL. Might I interrupt you there, sir? 

Mr. Warts. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScHorrre.. That is the bell I was afraid of, Mr. Watts. 

We will take a recess until we can get back, and we hope we will not 
be too long. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 3: 56 p. m., the hearing was recessed and reconvened 
at 4: 09 p. m., Senator Potter presiding. ) 

Senator Porrrr. The committee will come to order. 

I am sorry it appears we are running this in shifts but, as you prob 


ably know by now, we have a lot of duties that take us away from time 


to time. I wanted to be here as much as I could during the hearings 
but it always happens that an executive session where a vote is needed 
has been taking my time. 

I am informed that Mr. Watts was in the middle of his statement 


when the vote came, and if you would care to finish your statement, 


Mr. Watts, it will be fine. 


Mr. Warts. Thank you. Ishall continue, sir. 
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Karly technical progress was disappointingly slow. 
which were easily controlled when generated for tests at the lower 


fr eque ne ies, 


were obstinate and not easily 
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Electrons, 


regulated at the UHF. 


Tubes that functioned well at lower frequencies were practically use- 
Components and circuits, which had been 
devised for frequencies up to 300 megacycles, could not be depended 
upon to function at higher frequencies. 
rhe first receiving-type electron tube to operate successfully at the 
UHF was a unique acorn tube developed by RCA engineers in 1933. 
The production of this tube was an important factor in breaking the 
logjam which theretofore had held up development at the VHF. 


less in the higher region. 


Also, 


Oe 


in 1933, RCA engineers working in laboratories at Roc ky 


Point and Riverhead, Long Island, produced 2 UHF transmitters 


which would operate on 462 megacycles with a power of 6 watts. 


After 


preliminary local tests, communication was established between the 
Existing tubes were adapted to novel circuitry and special 
antennas were developed to radiate the signals. 

Later, when a 100-watt transmitter was developed, steps were taken 
to study the effect of greater distances on UHF transmissions. A 
small portable receiver and antenna were devised and mounted in an 
automobile to permit signal tests at greater distances from Rocky 


two towns. 


Point. 


The experience and data obtained as a result of these early tests, 
particularly as they related to the sending of signals over the terrain 
involved and the relation of output power to reliable communications, 
marked an important step forward. 
A and NBC engineers built and operated the first radio 
relay of a television program picked up at a remote point and relayed 


In 1941, R 
by use of the UHF. 


An NBC mobile television truck at Camp Upton, 


Long Island, picked up scenes of Army recruits in training, trans 
mitting the resulting signals by microwave to a tower near Hauppauge, 
Long Island, a jump of 17 miles, thence to a second relay at Be/lmore, 
Long Island, 22 miles distant, and finally direct to New York City, 


another hop of 25 


8 miles. 


In April 1945 an experimental two-way UHF circuit was placed in 
operation between Philadelphia and New York City. 
points for the 82-mile span were selected, one 37 miles from New York 


and the other 26 miles from Philadelphia. 


Hundred-foot t« 


Two relay 


ywers were 


erected at the repeater stations with experimental equipment housed 


in enclosures on each tower top. 


circuit, was approximately one-tenth of a watt. 
In 1950, RCA designed and manufactured microwave equipment for 


the Pennsylvania Turnpike. 


Utilizing 960 megacycle app: 


The power used in tests of this 


iratus, the 


system as now operated employs 13 UHF relay stations to pass the 


signals from one end of the 


327-mile highway to the other. 


Shortly after the completion of the Pennsylvania Turpike system, 
RCA worked on the planning, design, and manufacturing of a UHF 
microwave system for the New Jersey Turnpike. 

Dependable interconnections between various field headquarters of 
the Allied air forces in central Europe were established by an exten 


sive UHF 





radio relay system also engineered and inst: illed by RCA 

The versatility of this system was demonstr: ited in 
when winds and tides caused disastrous floods in 
northwest Europe. 


1953, at a time 
the low countries of 
When telephone communications broke down, 
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some of these NATO units were rushed to Holland and functioned 
een until normal telephone lines could be rebuilt. 

I have briefly outlined these various diverse facets of work by RCA 
engineers in the UHF preliminary to discussing our work specifically 
directed to television S eakountine at the UHF. I have done this 
because, in considering and evaluating the present status of UHF 
television broadcasting, it is important to remember that, only a 
short time ago, any radio use of the portion of the spectrum above 
300 megacycles was not commercially feasible. Only within com 
partively recent years has it ben possible to utilize the UHF band 
commercially. 

As a result of constant pioneering research, the commercial utiliza 
tion of the UHF spectrum has continually been expanded ; but it would 
be a mistake to assume that there is not substantial room still left for 
additional technical deve lopme nt of apparatus for use at the UHF 
frequencies and for improving service at those frequencies. 

It is to this end that RCA has in ™” past made, and continues to 
make, substantial investments; and we believe that no other organiza 
tion has made contributions remotely approaching those made by RCA 
engineers and scientists in this field. 

Work at the ultrahigh frequencies undertaken, for example, to per 
fect point to point microwave service develops exper lence and skills 
useful in television broadcasting at the UHF. Conversely, develop 
ment work in broadcasting at the UHF develops experience and skills 
which may be utilized in other applications employing UHF fre 
quencies. ‘With increasing knowledge of the performance of electrons 
at the UILF, it thus becomes possible to obtain more effective utiliza 
tion of these frequencies. 

It took television, however, and the great incentive to e xpand tele 
vision as a postwar service to the public, to bring the higher frequencies 
to the forefront asa broade: ath service. 

Because a television signal takes about 600 times as much space in the 
spectrum as a st andard sound broadcast signal, the Federal Communi 
cations Commission early realized it would have to find additional 
spectrum space into which the rapidly growing television service could 
re 

In 1945 the Commission tentatively set aside the UHF band from 
480 to 920 megacycles for experimental television broadcasting. 

As part of its report of May 25, 1945, providing for this allocation 
the Commission stated: 

The Commission repeats the hope * * * that all persons interested in the 
future of television will undertake comprehensive and adequate experimentation 
in the upper portion of the spectrum. The importance of an adequate program 
of experimentation in this portion of the spectrum cannot be overemphasized, for 
it is obvious from the allocations which the Commission is making for television 
below 300 megacycles (VHF) that in the present state of the art the develop 
ment of the upper portion of the spectrum is necessary for the establishment of 
a truly nationwide and competitive television system. 

RCA and NBC had already been engaged for years in research and 
development work on problems affecting the UHF. For this reason, 
they were in a position promptly to respond to the Commission’s 
challenge. 

Although prior to 1946 there was comparatively little television 
broadcasting experience at the lower frequencies and no television 
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broadeasting experience at frequencies above 70 megacycles, by early 
1946 RCA and NBC engineers were ready for pre liming ry fiel | tests. 
By midsummer of that year, a 67.25 aimee transmitter and a 258 
megacycle transmitter had been developed, built and installed by RCA 
and NBC engineers in the Empire State Building in New York. 

Both transmitters fed omnidirectional antennas above the roof of 
the Kmpire State Building. These were complete broadcasting Sys 
tems insofar as the television components were concerned. A compre 

iensive series of a of the signal broadcast by these transmitters was 
then undertaken by RCA and NBC engineers. Kxperimental model 
receivers were spotted at various points and field measurements and 
observations made to acquire information on the variation of propa 
gation as a function of different terrain conditions and to show the 
magnitudes and differences of multipath effects at the two ae ‘ncies. 

Despite severe multipath and shadowing conditions created | 2 the 
tall buildings in Manhattan, it was nevertheless possible to obtain 
usable pictures in most locations. 

Further development of directional receiving antennas specifically 
adapted for use at the UHF was undertaken and these antennas were 
found of substantial value at the higher frequencis. 

Later in 1946 additional observations were made of broadcasts at a 
frequency of 490 megacycles and, by 1947, it became possible, with 

nowledge and experience obtained in the previous tests, to extend the 
frequene les used up to 910 megacye les. 

The RCA tests showed the necessity of increasing the radiated power 
with any increase in frequency. Accordingly, our engineers designed 

and installed high-gain unidirectional antennas on the 87th floor of the 
mpire State Building. In addition, new and improved models of 

UHF transmitting equipment were designed and installed. Although 
not of broadcast caliber, these transmitters served to extend the propa 
vation studies through the UHF television range before better trans 
mitters were available. 

Asa result of the intensive work carried on in connection with these 
experimental transmitters we learned more about shadowing effects 
resulting from terrain obstacles and the need for increased power at 

he higher frequencies. 

Senator Porrer. What is mean by “shadowing effects” ? 

Mr. Warrs. If there is a building in the way of the signal, im 
mediately behind the building, you may not be able to receive it on 
the UHF. 

Senator Porrer. I see. 

Mr. Warts. And with the multipath effects, on the other hand, be 
hind the building, you may be able to see the signal reflected over 
another building. 

That is one of the characteristics of the UHF. 

Senator Porrrr. Do they have that problem with VHF ¢ 

Mr. Warts. To a certain extent, but not to the same magnitude. 

It became apparent that it would be necessary to make appropriate 
changes in then existing concepts of the UHF and that direct com 
parison to, or equivalence with, the VHF was not appropriate. 

Our tests and surveys also indicated that it was doubtful that a UHF 
station would serve as many viewers per dollar expended as a VHF 
station. Nevertheless, it was also apparent that UHF could be so 
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developed that, under proper conditions and with adequate apparatus, 
it could render service to the public as a broadcasting medium. 

In 1948, we had made plans to operate a complete experimental 
500 megacycle television Seanad ast system atop the Empire State 
Puile ling in New York. Our objectives were to gather field data for 

a commercial broadcast system operating at the UHF and to gain 
experience with the installation and operation of UHF home receivers. 

When, in May of 1948, the FCC announced it would hold public 
hearings to obtain information on possible utilization of UHF fre- 
quencies in the 475 to 890 megacycle band for television broadcasting, 
we decided it would be preferable to establish operations for our test 
in Washington. Accordingly, we installed a complete television sys- 
tem operating in a 504 to 510 megacycle channel at the Wardman Park 
Hotel. Fifty home installations of experimental-type UHF receivers 
were made throughout the Washington area to check the results of 
these transmissions. In connection with the home receiver installa- 
tions, we designed and constructed home receiving antennas adapted 
to UHF reception and UHF converters to be attached to existing VHF 
receivers. 

With antennas on the WNBW tower radiating the same program 
at both the UHF and the VHF, it was possible for us for the first time 
to compare results at the UFH and at the VHF under similar con- 
ditions. 

At each installation, receiver terminal voltages for the UHF and for 
the WNBW channel 4 transmission were measured and compared. 
Here again, analysis of the data corroborated the conclusions reached 
as a result of previous tests—significantly higher radiated power 
would be required at the U mae to establish broadcast service com 
pars able to the existing service at the VHF. 

This led to the development by us of high-grade omnidirectional 
transmitting antennas. One of the natural consequences of the in- 
crease in radiated power requirements was to seek more advantageous 
distribution of the radiated power and this, in turn, led to further 
expermentation. 

As a result of the information obtained from the Washington 
tests, we decided we were ready to go ahead with a test of a com- 
mercial-type UHF station. Accordingly, land was purchased by us 
at Stratford, Conn., near Bridgeport, for the first test of a commercial- 
type UHF television broadcasting station. 

The Bridgeport area was selected because its terrain was typical 
of many other locations in the United States where UHF might be 
called upon to supply a television-program service. 

On February 8, 1949, the National Broadcasting Co. applied to 
the Commission for a construction permit for an experimental station 
and, on May 4, 1949, the permit was granted. The project was rushed 
to completion by RCA and NBC engineers. 

On December 29, 1949, the first commercial-type UHF television 
broadcasting station in the world, KC2XAK, went on the air using 
the band of ultrahigh frequencies between 529 and 535 megacycles. 

Two weeks later, on January 19, 1950, this pioneer station inau- 
gurated regular UHF television-program transmission on a 5-day-a- 
week schedule. 

From 9 in the morning to signoff time in late evening, the Bridge- 
port experimental station rebroadcast programs picked up from 
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\WNBT in New York by means of a 2,000-megacycle microwave relay 
lirect from the Empire State Building. 

Later a second transmitter, operating cn 850 megacycles, was also 
nstalled by us at Bridgeport to permit a study of transmission and 
intenna techniques at the upper end of the UHF band. 

We also built and distributed among local residents 50 receivers 
equipped to receive both UHF and VHF and 50 UHF converters 
for attachment to existing VHF receivers. These instruments were 
placed in homes in and around Bridgeport at locations selected by 
RCA and NBC engineers. Technicians of the RCA Service Co. in- 
stalled and serviced these sets. 

To supplement the data derived from reports of viewers in whose 
homes UHF sets had been placed, RCA also equipped a mobile unit 
to make additional tests. Our mobile unit was installed in a truck 
ind included sensitive instruments to measure both signal strength 
ind interference. By laying out and following radials, the mobile 
init with its crew of six covered the entire area of the station’s effective 
range. 

Regular reports were made by the personnel of the experimental 
broadcasting station, by the persons in whose homes receivers and 
onverters had been installed and by the technicians who comprised 
the crew of the mobile-unit truck. 

For the first time it was possible to obtain results of a practical 
est of UHF broadcasting under conditions approximating those of 
ommercial operation. 

The data derived were analyzed and prepared as an exhaustive re 
port, copies of which were filed with the Federal Communications 
Commission. In addition, RCA and NBC engineers published the 
data in technical papers so that all segments of the television industry 
would have access to the information. 

RCA and NBC assumed the full responsibility for, and the expense 
f, planning, conducting, and reporting these activities. 

For more than 2 years experimental UHF television broadcast 
station KC2XAK served as an electronic guinea pig for the entire 
radio and television industry. 

The experiment was costly but the station’s facilities and the expe- 
rience our engineers obtained as a result of the experiment were of- 
fered to competing electronics manufacturers for tests of their own 
equipment. 

Representatives of the FCC and of virtually every electronics manu- 
facturer came to Bridgeport in order to learn the newest developments 
in UHF and to test VHF receivers. 

The data we collected from the 2-year operation were made available 
to the FCC, to the industry, and to American broadcasters. 

The Bridgeport experiment resulted in obtaining substantial addi- 
tional important information, much of which would not otherwise 
have been available to the industry. For example, the experiments 
demonstrated that the propagation pattern permitted the use of spe- 
‘ally shaped vertical antenna patterns and the possibility of serv- 
ing a specified area with constant field strength and improved effi- 
ciency was found to be feasible. 

During the period of operation of the station at Bridgeport, the 
signal was recorded at the David Sarnoff Research Center at Prince 
ton, N. J., about 90 miles away. This recording and a similar re 
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cording at Riverhead, Long Island, were undertaken at the request of 
the Federal Communications Commission. 

Our studies led us to the conclusion that tilting the antenna would 
permit the station to adapt its signal to meet the requirements of its 
individual locality and terrain and distribute the radiated power more 
efficiently throughout the desired service area. This, in turn, eventu- 
ally led to further development of the RCA Pylon Antenna for 
UHF television. This slotted cylinder-type antenna, although re- 
maining vertical, can a — electric ‘ally to provide the same . effect 
as would be obtained by mechanically tilting the antenna structure. 

At the same time, aad particularly in view of the higher power 
requirements which were now seen to be inevitable for UHF tele 
vision broadcasting, work continued on improved types of power 
tubes. ‘These types included tubes capable of greater power output 
which higher frequencies required, such as the 6181 developed in 1951. 
The 6181 was a forced-air cooled power tetrode for UHF television 
service capable of a synchronizing level power output of 1,200 watts 
at YOO megacycles, 

Work also continued on new types of tubes for UHF receivers de 
signed to solve the unique problems posed by reception of television 
broadcasts at the UHF. 

One of the previous witnesses went into that in some detail. 

Special monitors for UHF stations, UHF coaxial transmission lines 
and components and UHF wave guides and components also received 
concentrated attention. 

New types of receiving antennas appropriate for the home were 
devised by our engineers and installed and tested by technicians of 
the RCA Service Co. 

Although by the end of 1951 the Commission had not yet taken 
final action in opening up the UHF band to commercial television 
broadcasting RCA, in response to the Commission’s challenge in al 
locating portions of the UHF band ‘for television, already had made 
it possible for broadcasting to commence at the UHF whenever the 
Commission deemed such action appropriate. 

On April 14, 1952, the Commission issued its new allocation of 
UHF frequencies setting aside 70 UHF television channels occupy- 
ing the band between 470 and 890 megacycles. 

The first commercial UHF station to go on the air following this 
Commission action was Station KPTV in Portland, Oreg., installed 
and equipped by RCA and owned by the Empire Coil Co. 

Learning that our experimental Bridgeport station had completed 
its assignment, the owners of the Empire Coil Co. contacted RCA to 
obtain the Bridgeport facilities and have them shipped to Portland. 

A crew of RCA engineers started dismantling the Bridgeport station 
on Angust 18,1952. Manufacture of a new UHF antenna was expe- 
dlited and delivery of accessory equipment made to Portland. A group 
of RCA engineers and technicians traveled with the transmitter and 
other equipment by train, plane, and truck and, once on the site, imme- 
diately commenced reerecting the units. 

In only 30 days from the close-down in Bridgeport, the KC2XAK 
transmitter, now carrying the commercial call letters KPTV, went 
on the air at Portland, the first commercial UHF television station 
ever to be put in operation and the first television service to be made 
available in that community. 
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Anticipating that Portland’s residents, previously outside the range 

f anv television station, would crowd to retail stores for receivers, 
RCA rushed substantial quantities of UHF receiving equipment to 
iat city ; other manufacturers did the same. The shipments included 

eivers with built-in UHF tuning facilities and converters to enable 

HF receivers to pi k up he sionals from the Portland station. With 

e Bi lageport experience {oO ¢g lide them, iré "A Service Co. person! el 

re on hand to install receivers and converters and supply the neces 
' ry service. 
| Che day after station KP'TV broadcast its first signal into Port- 

nd, RCA began a thorough field survey of the Portland area to 
btain additional information on the performance of UHF receivers 
nder operating conditions. 
his information, in turn, was collated and analyzed to form the 
isis of a series of studies on the Portland operation which were re 
ised by RCA to the Commission, to prospective UHF station owners, 
nd to competitive manufacturers. 

The first four production model UHF television transmitters were 

iipped from the RCA plant in Camden, N. J., on December 19, 1952. 
Krom that time on | HF television transmitting and recel\ ing’ equip- 
ent has continued to be turned out in substantial quantity by RCA. 

There are now 75 RCA 1-kilowatt UHF transmitters in use. More 

an half of the UHF television stations in operation are equipped 
vith RCA transmitters and they are giving good service. 

In this connection we were gratified recently to read comments, 

led April 18, 1954, in an FCC proceeding, by Radio Columbia, the 
owner of station WCOS-TYV at Columbia, S.C. Station WCOS-TV 
s equipped with a standard RCA 1-kilowatt transmitter. 

A report filed by the president of station WCOS-TV with the 
Commission states that the present RCA transmitter installation pro- 
vides an effective radiated power of 8.32 kilowatts in a horizontal plane 
ind the location of the transmitter is such, with respect to the city of 
Columbia and the size of the city, that the FCC minimum field require- 
nents are not only met but exceeded. 

These factors, according to the WCOS-TV comments, are such that 
the station is in a position to say that its present installation enables it: 
* to give highiy satisfactory local coverage and generally satisfactory rural 
rverage to 40 miles or more. That this is true is shown by the fact that the 
ist survey in the city of Columbia indicated that in excess of S86 percent of the 
elevision receivers were equipped to receive UHF 


Comments also were filed with the Commission in the same proceed- 
ne by the Piedmont Broadcasting Corp.. licensee of Station WBTM-— 
rV, which provides UHF television broadeast service to the Danville, 
Va., area, Station WBTM-TYV uses an RCA 1-kilowatt UHF trans- 
nitter. 
Attached to the WBTM-—TV comments was an affidavit by Edward 
(. Gardner, vice president of the corporation, stating in part that: 
The public response by communications to station WBTM—TYV since the com- 
lencement of operation has been most gratifying from a coverage standpoint 
Within the city of Danville, the comments have been enthusiastic with respect 
» the quality of the signal received, and there have been no complaints of failure 
to receive WI-TM-—TY service in Danville by reason of receivers located in dead 
spots. In addition, there have been communications from persons living in com 
nunities as far distant from Danville as 65 miles complimenting the station on 
he service which has been rendered. 
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In many communities a transmitter with a rated power of 1 kilowatt 
may with present antennas give an effective radiated power of from 
15 to 20 kilowatts and render good service. 

The sole consideration is by no means the rated power of the trans- 
mitter. Among other factors which must be considered are terrain, 
antenna system characteristics and antenna location and height. 

Often an adequate signal can be obtained more effectively and eco- 
nomically with a properly contoured high-gain antenna and a rela- 
tively low rated power transmitter than with a transmitter of higher 
power rating and a less effective antenna. In addition, a high-gail 
antenna having a properly contoured pattern not only can provide a 
good signal over the principal aw to be served, as is the case 
with WCOS-TV and WBITM-TY, but also may have the effect of 
extending and improving coverage in other area 

As of the middle of last month RCA had 29 teat Sint rs on record for 

kilowatt transmitters. 

Senator Porrer. Do I understand by this that it is not necessarily 
the power of the transmitter that makes the good signal, that you 
antenna has a great part to play in it ? 

Mr. Warrs. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. From your knowledge of the present UHF sta 
tions, are antennas normally pu up properly and efficiently ? 

Mr. Warts. Yes; they are all using high-gain antennas of one kind 
or another, and the point we are trying to make here is the fact that 
UHF stations have been restricted by the development of our two 
relatively low powers and have not yet been able to provide powers up 
to the limit allowed by the Commission is not, in itself, the limiting 
factor in the success of the UHF. 

The RCA 1-kilowatt transmitter has been so designed that it cai 
serve to drive a 12-kilowatt amplifier. We have designed such a 
amplifier for those who desire higher power and we now have on hand 
47 orders for 12-kilowatt amplifiers. 

It is expected that the first of these amplifiers, designed to operate 
on any UHF channel, from channel 14 to channel 88, will soon be 
ready for delivery. When used in conjunction with the presentl) 
available RCA high-gain UHF pylon antenna, this transmitter and 
amplifier combination will be capable of providing effective radiated 
power of from 200 to 300 kilowatts. 

We are also developing a new UHF high gain, high power antenna 
having a power gain ranging to values in excess of 50. This antenna, 
when used in combination with our 12-kilowatt transmitting appa 
ratus, will provide effective radiated power of from 500 to 600 kilo 
watts, and is a long step toward the 1,000 that the Commission has 
allowed. 

Two decades of intensive UHF tube development by RCA engi 
neers and scientists were climaxed in March of this year with the 
introduction of the most powerful beam power tube ever developed, 
the RCA-6448. 

In color and black and white television service the RCA-6448 can 
deliver a synchronizing level power output of 12,000 watts at 900 
megacycles, Development of this tube promises increased economy, 
efficiency, and simplicity in UHF television broadcasting. 

RC . also has been a leader in the manufacture and promotion of 
UHF home receivers. It is RCA policy aggressively to promote the 
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sale of UHF receivers. As a result, the percentage of UHF receivers 
leaving our factory is well above the average of the balance of the 
industry. 

For the first quarter of 1954, the latest period for which industry 
wide UHF receiver statistics are available from the Radio-Electronics 
lelevision Manufacturers Association, 23 percent of the television 
receivers manufactured and shipped by others in the industry were 
equipped at the factory for UHF reception. During the same pe 
ilmost 28 percent of the receivers manufactured and shipped by RC. 
were factory equipped for UHF reception. Accordingly, the cae 
tion of UHF-equipped receivers shipped by RCA in the first quarter 
of 1954 was almost 22 percent higher than the proportion of UHF 

juipped receivers shipped by the balance of the indus try. 

“Our policy is to make and sell as many UHF receivers as our dealers 
can sell. In this we are governed by public demand. 

We have made substantial efforts to promote the sale of factory- 
equipped UHF-VHF receivers in all areas in which UHF television 
broadcasting is available. On the other hand, inasmuch as there is a 
price differential between UHF receivers and VHF receivers, because 
of competitive reasons we are not in a position to require our dis- 
tributors to supply UHF-VHF receivers exclusively in areas in which 
CHF receivers are available. 

In our shipments of various types of receivers, we are and must be 
governed by what the public is willing to buy. Naturally, we hope 
that the public will continue to buy a substantial number of receivers 
UHF equipped at the factory. The fact that we have = it 
greater proportion of factory-equipped UHF receivers than the in- 
lustry average shows that our promotion of this type of receiver hina 
been hard hitting and successful. 

Since January “ae all models of RCA Victor television receivers 
have been available factory equipped for UHF. In addition, every 
current RCA VHF receiver is designed that, if the purchaser initially 
buys a VHF receiver and later desires UHF, a UHF tuner can readily 
be internally installed. 

RCA also sells a number of types of external selectors for use in 
UHF conversion. 

The RCA Service Co. is available in most television markets to make 
the necessary alterations to adapt receivers for UHF. 

Recognizing the need for informative material on the theory and 
application of ultra-high frequencies, the RCA Service Co. in 1952 
prepared a booklet entitled “Introduction to UHF Television.” Ma 
terial from this book was presented in the form of lectures to 117 
groups of service technicians. More than 8,000 men who were inter 
ested in the new upstairs field of radio attended. Upward of 65,000 
7 of the booklet have been distributed throughout the industry. 

\ detailed study of the applications of RCA Victor instruments to 
UHF reception Wi as compiled and prese ‘nted as another lecture series. 
Entitled “Technical As spects | of RCA Victor UHF Receiving E julp 
ment,” the talk was given at 78 meetings attended by 5,700 technicians 
representing various segments of the industry. Near ly 40,000 copies 
of this lecture in printed form have been distributed as an aid to UHF 
development. 
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From 1931 to 1945, members of RCA’s engineering and laboratory 
staffs were anvthors of 65 articles on the subject of UHF in general, 
and specifically on theory. circuits, eat and systems. 

From 1946 to the end of 1953, articles on these and allied subjects 
totaled about 150 

Phe indexes of technical papers on UHF written and contributed 
0 periodicals by RCA eneineers that are available are impressive. 
These technical papers embody much of the basic research and de 
elopment work which have proved fundamental in the advancement 

f CHE 

Publications written in nontechnical language for the information 

f the publie h: ni en eq tally a part of RC A’s forward looking plans 
for promoting UHF. 

“THE What It Means to Television Re And to You” was a 24 
age pal p hlet distributed eratis To schools. libraries, and to individ 


als It related the hi tory of UHF, the characteristics of UHF 
they varied from VHF, and pointed out the increased television pro- 
gram sery ice that UHF wonld provi ide for the Nation’s viewers. 

Another pamphlet, “UH F Questions and Answers,” was prepared 
by RCA as an aid to television dealers in supplying information 
ought by the public. Phrased in simplified form, the data covered 
the field in question-and-answer form for fast assimilation by the 
reader. Three hundred and fifty thousand copies of this publication 
have been distributed by us. 

Contributions have been made by many branches of the RCA to 
development of the UHF, and I do not wish to take time today to dis- 
cuss each of these other than merely to refer to the general type of 
work which RCA has done. 

In our work on the development of UHF transmitting and receiving 
equipment, RCA and its subsidiaries have invested more than $16 
million in engineering development. This includes more than 1,800, 
000 engineering man-hours. 

The RCA Laboratories participated in the development of high- 
power UHF tubes, UHF black and white and color television trans- 
mitters, tests of UHF propagation, UHF field intensity recording, 
and research into UHF receiver and UHF selector developn nent. 

The RCA tube division has developed 18 transmitting tube types 
and 23 receiving tube types specially adapted for use at the UHF. 

The RCA engineering products division has utilized the transmit- 
ting tube developments by the tube division in engineering trans- 
mitters specifically designed for operation at the UHF. Likewise, 
our e “0s ring products division has developed antennas specifically 
desioned for use at the UHF,. monitors, UHF coaxial transmission 
lines and components, and UHF wave guides and components. 

The RCA Victor home instrument division has worked on the de 
velopment of UHF receivers and selectors and tuners for the purpose 
of adapting VHF receivers for UHF reception. 

The RCA Service Co. has developed UHF home receiver antennas, 
UHF-VHF all-weather transmission lines, and measuring techniques 
for UHF components. These items have helped to make it possible 
for VH receivers in the field to be satisfactorily adapted for reception 
at the UHF. 

Simplified UHF test equipment also has been developed by the RCA 


Service Co. and area surveys have been conducted in such places as 


' 
' 
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Bridgeport, South Bend. Portland, Wilkes Barre, York, Trenton, 
Norfolk, New Castle, Reading, Augusta, and Asbury Park. The re 

ilts of these surveys have been made available to the entire television 
service industry in order to enable it to be in a position to prov ide the 
best possible UHF reception on all makes of receivers. 

The fact that there may be some limitations inherent in televisior 
at the UHF as compared with VHF obviously did not deter RCA in 
ts pioneering. In fact, these limitations have served as an incentive 

— engineers and scientists to work harder in an effort to provide 
the best possible service at the UHF. Asa result, although there ar 
various respects in which broadeasting at the UHF does not equal 
VHF, we believe that the UHF has been so developed that teday, 
under most conditions and with proper apparatus, it can render satis 
factory service. 

Senator ScHorrreL. I would just like to ask at that point: I notice 
p there at the top of page 29 the great Midwest, outside of South 
Bend, was neglected. Do you figure that was satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Warts. Portland, Oreg., sir-—— 

Senator Scuorrrent. I mean in the Midwest. That is the Pacific 
coast. 

Mr. Warrs. I think that had something to do with the way the 
station went on the air. No slight was intended, I assure you. 

We are continuing our exploration and experimentation at the 
ultra-high frequencies in an effort to build on and to improve the 
knowledge and experience which we already have and which we have 
made available to the industry. 

On April 26 of this year the Federal Communications Commission 
granted an RCA application for special temporary authority to con 
duct experimental field tests of a new method to extend coverage of 
UHF stations to shadowed areas. This system utilizes a low-power 
auxiliary transmitter developed by RCA engineers. The newly 
developed ¢ equipment will be insti alled near Vicksburg, Miss., in co 
operation with station WJTV of Jackson, Miss. 

That, I believe, Senator, is somewhere in the Midwest. 

An auxiliary transmitter installed some 30 miles from the WJTV 
main transmitter is expected to provide improved service for areas 
in which reception now is shadowed by geographic elevations. 

Plans for a full-scale field test of the new system have been formu 
lated and exhaustive measurements of picture quality and other fa 
tors will be made available to the industry as these tests progress. 

The Vicksburg experiment is one more example of our determina 
tion to explore every engineering avenue in an effort continually to 
Improve service avi ail: ible at the UHF. 

A few days ago, on May 10, Federal Communications Commis 

sioner George FE. Sterling participated ina ones ium on UHF held 
by the Washington section of the Institute of Radio Engineers. I 
the course of his remarks he said: 
* * * | think that you, as engineers, will agree with me that the pioneer 
experimental work done by RCA and NBC at Bridgeport, Conn., plus the success 
ful operation of some UHF stations, give ample demonstration that it is possible 
to provide high quality TV-broadcasting service on UHF channels 

RCA has already made what it believes to be a greater investment 
in time, effort, and money than any other organization in the future 


of UHF. 
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It was the history of broadcasting at the VHF that. for most tele- 
vision broadcasters, years passed before their investment became 
profitable. 

It took a pioneering spirit and determination to continue to operate 
VHF stations in the early days of television broadeasting. 

We see no reason why those who today are pioneering at the UHF 
should expect that their path will be easier in this comparatively new 
field than was the « Xperience of VHF broadcasters. 

That concludes my formal report. 

| would like to enter into the record a copy of a broadcast division 
technical magazine that we put out every other month, which has in 
it UH F's success story, the development of a new UHF television 
wave guide, and another story on WFTL-TV rounds out a year of 
successful UHF-TV broadcasting. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, that will be incorporated in 
the record at this point and will be made part of the official files of 
the committee. 

Mr. Warrs. That concludes my statement. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Watts, what do you think about the possibility 
of tailoring the operation to meet the needs of the community rather 
than just setting a minimum standard ¢ 

Mr. Warts. Tailoring? 

Senator Porrrer. Yes. Is that logical ? 

Mr. Warts. Well, I think that will follow as a natural result of the 
development of the art. 

I don’t think anybody is going to put the thousand kilowatts on at 
the UHF or 316 kilowatts at the VHF to cover a town or an area, 
service area, that can be covered with substantially less power. ‘That 
seems not to be good economic sense, and I would think, as we have 
found in AM broadcasting and in existing television broadcasting, 
you will find—— 

Senator Porrer. The move to take care of the needs? 

Mr. Warts. That is correct. 

Senator Porrrer. Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator Scuorrre,. No further questions. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

Mr. Warrs. Right. 

Senator Porrrer. Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Roperts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. I might announce that we will conclude after Mr. 
Roberts’ statement and, in order to hear as many witnesses as we can 
tomorrow, I will announce now we will start at 9: 15, in this room. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. ROBERTS, GENERAL COUNSEL, ULTRA 
HIGH FREQUENCY TELEVISION ASSOCIATION 


All right, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Rorerts. My name is William A. Roberts. I am the senior 
partner in the law firm of Roberts & McInnis, in the Desales Building 
in Washington, D. C. 

My early engineering and legal professional career was primarily 
directed in matters affecting the regulation of utilities and transporta- 
tion companies. 
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For the last 25 years, I have been associated with the communica- 
tions industry, and since 1938 I have been counsel for Allen B. Du 
Mont Laboratories and later for the Du Mont television network. 
A very substantial part of my practice has been in representation of 
States and cities and consumer interests, and I served for 6 years as 
pecial assistant corporation counsel and people’s counsel for the 
District of Columbia. 
In this proceeding, I am testifying as general counsel of the Ultra 
a gh Frequency Television Association, a nonprofit corporation of 
: » District of Columbia, formed in the fall of 1953 by a substantial 
mia vr of ultra high frequency television broadcasters and licensees. 
Senator Porrer. How does this association differe from the UHF 
oordinating committee ¢ 
Mr. Rosertrs. The UHF coordinating committee represents a very 
onsiderably larger number of the broadcasters who have come to 
ether with the members of the Television Broadcasters Association 
rimarily for the purposes of this hearing. That is the group Mr. 
ottone is working with. 
Senator Porrer. In other words, you have people who belong to your 
ssociation who are still members 
Mr. Roperts. Yes; who are still members of the coordinating com- 
ittee, and I have, myself, worked with the coordinating committee 
great deal, as they have with me. There are, however, some differ- 
ences or variety in our presentation, which has a broader coverage 
ith respect to the UHF than does the coordinating committee. 

This organization was originally equipped with a technical staff for 
omprehensive study of the difficulties affecting the use of the -ultra- 
igh frequencies in television and for the purpose of seeking remedial 
ction. Original founding members contributed $5,000 each toward 
his organization. The rate of contribution proved impossible to most 
f the industry—and the staff, incidentally, has disappeared. 

Mr. Goldberg, who will testify, was executive secretary and was the 
economist for the committee up until some short time ago. He will 
estify for the coordinating committee. 

So, you can see the sources are much the same. 

I have appeared in all the major television proceedings before the 
Commission of an industrywide nature since 1938 and conducted the 
Du Mont presentation in the allocation proceeding. 

In this instance, my testimony is to be taken as the official report of 
the Ultra High Frequency Television Association and my own per- 
sonal views, although the statement has been completely coordinated 
vith all of the operators in the industry who have evidenced interest, 
ind particularly with the coordinating committee formed for the 
urpose of presentation in this proceeding before the Senate. 

A list of our present members and of other operators who are asso- 
iated with the association in this proceeding is appended to the copy 
of my testimony which I am handing to the reporter. 

With certain limitations on engineering subjects, I will be available 
for questioning on the regulatory, economic, or legal phases of the 
ndustry’s problems. 

This is a very condensed version of the report, and I will be glad to 
depart from it at any time. 

The question: Let us examine first the problem before us and define 
the scope of UHF’s present difficulties. The basic issue befere the 
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Senate subcommittee with respect to the regulation of television broad- 
casting is that it must make recommendations looking toward the 
creation and assurance of a truly nationwide actually competitive 
television system in the United States. More specifically, the sub 
committee will examine into the question of whether or not the ultra- 
high-frequency channels of the radio-frequency spectrum have been 
properly and efficiently utilized. 

fhe position of the Ultra High Frequency Television Association 
takes the position that immediate action is absolutely necessary for 
the preservation of free communication by television under the com 
mercial system presently in use in the United States. If such immedi 
ute action is nft forthcoming, the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity will/suffer irreparably in that there cannot exist a truly 
nationwide gompetitive television system. 


POINTS OF RELIANCE 

(1) The television medium: Television is the most powerful 
medium of mass communication yet devised. However, under present 
Government regulation it is on the way to becoming part of a monop- 
oly of communication. 

Unquestionably democratic government cannot tolerate a private 
monopoly of communication. At the other end of the scale is in- 
evitable Government ownership and the death of commercial com- 
petitive independence in the television field. 

The subcommittee must assist in charting an administrative course 
between these extremes, a course that is at the same time he althy with 
yer enterprise, yet not conducive to monopolistic control. 

2) VHF channels are inadequate: It is a practical impossibility to 
rhs he adequate television outlets for either sustaining service or 
commercial programing on the 12 available VHF ch: innels. 

At this stage of the debate the subject, I think, requires no additional! 
proof. The Commission and everybody else in the industry agrees it 
is capone to serve the country with the 12 VHF channels. 

3) Difficulty of adding V channels: While 1 or 2 more VHF chan 
- may be added by ousting other radio services from parts of the 
spectrum, the total would still be far short of the minimum number 
required. Furthermore, the addition of 1 or 2 new VHF channels 
would necessitate a new type conversion of millions of existing tele- 
vision sets and, as in the case of UHF, would entail economic difficulty 
in establishing service on the new ch: inels. In and of itse lf, the addi- 
tion of 1 or 2 VHF channels is not a solution. 

The proposed channels could be that which was designated as 
channel 4% which, as explained to you by the Commission, fell in the 
middle of the television spectrum, or it could be the first channel 
of the FM, which would be 614 

In the case of the $14, you have to move eve peer up 2 mega 
evcles, which means that all those presently assigned at channels 5 
and 6 throughout the countr y would no longer serve the eatin 

The portion of the public which already “has receivers ad: apted to 
those channels 5 and 6 would have to adapt their receivers and modify 
them. 

The sts itement was mi er at possibly that could be secured by a 
serviceman’s adjustment. » have had the statement made to us, as 
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, resul of long canvass of the numerous manufacturers and a good 
eal of laboratory workers, that is not always true, that it might re 
juire more service adjustment than the slight ch: ange of 2 megacycles 
n the tuning. 

When you get to channel 614, which is at the bottom of the FM 

iannel, you have difficulty getting that spectrum, W hich is very badly 

eeded, anyway. The FM people want it. There are certain govern- 
ental and commercial users which find it more desirable than other 
laces in the spectrum, and the use of that 614 generally would mean, 
if course, you wold have to revise all existing receivers, both all 
channel receivers and VHF channel receivers, except a very few con 
inuous tuning receivers, so as to pick up the new 614 chi iunnel, 

So, you would have a conversion problem affecting whoever 
noved to that frequency. 

Senator Porrer. You would have to convert most of your sets ? 

Mr. Ronerts. You would have to convert practically all the sets. 

Very few sets in the tens of thousands of sets were ever built so they 
ad continuous tuning all the way through, from the lower band of 
the VHF channels up through to the UHF channels. 

Now, in that connection, I point out this discussion of two additional 
hannels has to do with an effort to get a complete television system 
ry walding more VHF channels. 

‘Another method of adding VHF channels, above the top half of 
he VHF band, in joint service with various governmental agencies, 
as been suggested, in which you could probably obtain, by duplicating 
Government service, some 10 or 12 additional VHF channels. 

We had hearings as early as 1940 and 1941, which demonstrated 
that even 22 channels would not be adequate, and you have seen the 
tatement made in this record that you can’t even take care of the 
ntire competitive needs of the country with even 70 channels. 

0, let’s dismiss as foolish the suggestion you can get a true com- 
petitive system of television by using all VHF. 

UHEF is the only universal service. 

In present compromise, the joint use of VAF and UHF channels 
even if allocations were ideal, is less ; satisfactory than an entirely 
U HF service for which receiving and transmitting equipment could 
be standardized throughout the Nation. Such an all-UHF system 
ould result undoubtedly in a marked superiority in freedom from 
noise, interference, and in economy of construction. 

I will say in that connection—those are very condensed words 
again—that we who are primarily interested in UHF are very well 
satisfied that UHF can have freedom from external noise—for exam- 
ple, natural noise like lightning—— 

Senator Porrrer. Airplane. 

Mr. Rozerrs. Airplane, and so forth, is not as important a factor 
n UHF. 

Senator Porrer. I was interested here in your statement as to econ 
omy of construction. I had assumed it cost more. 

Mr. Roperts. Well, we have, to the extent of our ability. through 
ing in the industry before and our contacts with the consulting 
engineers association, with which we try to work as closely as we can, 
and the manufacturers, knowledge in the laboratory, certain facts 
about UHF, which indicate that to be the case once you get past the 
development: al stages. For example, a UHF antenna is a very small 
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thing compared to a 12-bay VHF antenna, and when you are up at 
the top of a thousand-foot tower that makes a lot of difference from 
the standpoint of wind pressure, and other matters of that kind. 

There are certain factors about UHF which could some day lead to 
actual economies, although at present it may have some larger costs. 

Technical development: Propagation characteristics and a time 
consuming delay in development of equipment hamper technically 
UHF broadcasters in competition with VHF, but in time, these techni- 
cal disadvantages can and will be overcome. 

They have principally to do with questions of the power, perfection 
of apparatus, and development of new designs. 

In that connection, I might comment on earlier testimony in this 
fashion: It has been suggested that perhaps a thousand- watt trans- 
mitter was a pretty good thing for a UHF operator. Let’s not be mis- 
led. The Commission put 1,000 kilowatts in there because they knew 
we needed it and, while you can get by and get a good signal on a 
thousand-watt transmitter, it puts you in the same category as a 250- 
watt station, with kind of a second-class or secondary citizenship. 

That is what we are here to fight against. We don’t want the 
thousand-watt transmitter. 

In its recent action, the Commission did propose the elimination of 
the VHF transmitters below 5 kilowatts. That is still pending. We 
oppose this action because in the small markets at the present time, 
with the present UHF economy, the small UHF operator can’t afford 
to keep changing the size of the transmitter every 3 months, as often 
as higher power continues to develop, from 1 kilowatt to 3 kilowatts, 
12 kilowatts, 25 kilowatts, and 50 kilowatts. There isn’t enough 
money in the world for the UHF operator to crawl up this chain until 
he gets to the maximum power. 

As far as the suggestion which has been made with respect to high 
gain antennas, of course, gain which is acquired by closing the signal] 
down vertically so you are serving a useful part of the area where 
people are, not the sky, is a very desirable thing, and it is much more 
easily attained in UHF as compared to VHF operations, by the way. 
Higher gains can be obtained. On the other hand, if you cut the 
signal down until it is a mere disc or slice, you run into other difficulties 
of UHF which might leave valleys unserved and raise other problems 
that are quite serious problems. 

You can’t resolve your problem entirely with gain. You have 
got to have power. 

So, the UHF operator wants that power and would like to spend his 
money once for it, not get it by progressive steps. 

I might answer a question at that point. A question was asked as 
to the limitations of closing in—the closing down part—you asked it, 
Mr. Chairman, reducing power in the sense of serving a smaller area 
for cates communities. 

The limitations were not put on there to effectuate the minimum 
limitations of service. That was a different limitation. That was 
put on with respect to the signal. The power of the signal was set 
at different minimums for communities of different populations. 

The minimums we have described, in effective radiated power and 
distance, to be covered, were maximum limitations, consistent with 
the Commission’s political and geographic theory of allocation, so you 
could get as many stations in the country as you could, taking into 
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iccount interference on cochannel or adjacent channel and certain 
other technical factors of inter erate e in the country. 

Those are maximum limitations, and can be seriously affected } 
the point Commissioner Hennock mentioned—the mallocation of trans 
mitters at variable distances away from the cities they were supposed 
to serve. 

So, maximum limitations become a farce if you can move 50 miles 
out with your tower, for example. 

Those are the kinds of things I am talking about, discussing tem 
porary disadvantages of UHF, and our complete conviction you can 
give a beautiful signal, just as good as anything VHF can give on 
VHF, and you can serve the public just as well when you have the 
other elements overcome. 

I might add, in connection with the virtues of UHF small-power 
stations, I haven’t noticed any networks owning as their owned and 
operation station any UHF stations. They seem to prefer a VHF 
station of maximum power. 

Despite discouraging results to date, any assurance of the con 
tinued and expanding use of UHF would expedite development of 
new and particularly higher powered transmitting equipment for 
use in the UHF band. 

In the judgment of the association, the development of both receiv 
ing and transmitting equipment for ultra high frequencies has been 
seriously retarded by a lack of confidence on the part of manufac 
turers in the future of UHF, and its availability awaits, in a large 
measure, only adequate assurances of the continuation of UHF broad 
casting on a national basis. 

On the one hand, there has been plenty of reason for the manufac 
turer to be somewhat alarmed at the effect of the UHF operator in the 
recent period. Part of that has been brought to our attention through 
actual failures of people, and those who have CP’s won’t go into 
operation—some of my clients just won’t go into oper ation—they have 
got CP’s—because they are confronted with 1 or 2 V’s, and they know 
they can’t hope to put anything in it and have a hope of getting 
something out of it. 

Now, that doesn’t mean the »y want to get out of television. It means 
they don’t want to lose a million dollars. They want to get a half 
break. 

I might say in that connection there have been some discouraging 
statements about UHF made by people in high governmental author 
ty not so long ago, statements in connection with the advis: ibility of 
being UHF. There have been some very discouraging statements 
made by people engaged in the advertising business and people who 
happen to own a lot “of “V” stations, and those discouraging statements 
have affected the advertising business, and you can discover who those 
advertisers are by looking at the trade press and seeing whose agents 
advertise, “We handle VHF only.” 

That is a very encouraging thing for a man who is trying to run a 
“TU” station, on the other side of this encouragement-of-morale fence, 
when you think of the operators who went into UHF. 

I call your attention to the hearings of the Commission in the allo- 
cation proceeding. After that lengthy proceeding, with much differ 
ence of opinion, many, if not most, of the UHF operators who went 
into that service did so because they read in the Commission’s report 
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they could do it safely. The great Commission had said there would 
be plenty of power soon. The great Commission said this business 
of intermix will give us lots of wood receivers. and individual Com- 
missioners and imdividual staif members, as vou will see from the 


testimony of others, actually were convinced or said they were con 
vinced that the solution of the allocation question meant that UHF 
could vO ahead Phat was first because it would have time to go ahead 
since the VIIk controversial problems were being decided wna, Se@Cc- 
ondly, because they had assurance there would be no serious difficulties 
in the matter of equipment. 

Now, they had encouragement at that time, and they have only dis- 
couragement how, 

I will add one point to that—and that is the fact that once you start 
down on his UHF thing it is very serious to the public because you 
don't go down arithmetically. As soon as the manufacturer finds his 
warehouse is full of all-channel receivers, he stops the production line. 
When he stops the production line, he makes less. When he makes 
less, the cost goes up, and whe n the cost goes up people won't buy the 
all-channel sets. So, you are going down in a geometrical proportion. 

The same thing is true with respect to e nginee ring work on spe aker 
transmitting facilities, and the same thing is true with respect to efforts 
to restore public confidence in advertising. 

You can’t knock UHF very far down the line without taking with 
you the good stations, the ones which have the market, and once they 
start to go you are in trouble, and they have started to go down, and 
we say now is the time for action. 

Senator Scuorrren.. As has been brought out, though, there has 
been a technological problem in here about furnishing expeditiously 
the transmitting equipment in these ranges; is that not true? 

Mr. Roserrs. That is true. I thought that was well explained by 
the GE man on tubes. 

Senator Scuorrren. Yes. I had reference to that testimony. 

Mr. Roserrs. I don’t think anybody can continue in the manufac- 
turing business by saying, “We are laying back on UHF.” 

Senator Scnorrren. But that did, from a technological standpoint, 
require time, and that all adds, of course, to legitimate delay. 

Mr. Rorerts. And when you found some of the finest economists 
and engineers in the business advising their clients not to go into UHF 
at the time of the allocation report, you would have found that we 
would have had much more progress had the engineers and consult- 
ants had confidence in an allocation system that would work. After 
all, Du Mont’s broadcasting engineers and the rest of us had our lives 
in this business and couldn’t have been entirely stupid, and had there 
been an allocation system to start with, then the manufacturers could 
have gone faster because then they would have had more confidence in 
the ability of the operators to make money. 

Senator Scnorpren. It does look to me, as one member of this com- 
mittee, that practical suggestions were thrown out there and that quite 
a while back someone didn’t have too much confidence and faith from 
an administrative standpoint. 

Mr. Roperts. Well, somebody did. I was about as familiar with 
that record as anybody could be. 

sy the way, the record in the allocation case—there is a stack of 
transcript about that high. with maybe 3.000 or 4.090 exhibits, in sev 
eral steel file cabinets; and as early as 1938 and 1940 we knew televi 
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n had to have sufficient spectrums, that it could not be served 1 e 

ww frequencies and that you would have to goup. That ha cad asia 
uly and unofficially ever since, and we are still not up there. 

UHF operational difficulties: The basic difficulty in establishing 


HF stations under the present tchesiead allocation plan idopted 
the Federal Communications Commission is attributable to: 
1) Conversion: The necessity for listeners converting their receiv 


and appurtenant antenna equipment in order to satisfactorily 
eive UHF stations. 
\gain interrupting, you were quo ted certain figures for various 
pes of temporarily satisfactory converters and internal conversions 
receivers and for continuous types of equipment for the manufac- 


rer of receivers and for conversion, but that isn’t the full cost. Sixty 
llars isn’t the full cost. 
Experience shows that the cost of service me n han dling the unusual 


pment and the towers and the difficulty ot ' precise location with a 
ik signal, which requires much more accurate location of the receiver 
hin a house, and the difficulties you had with that type of equip 


nt on top of apartment houses, where the owners just wouldn't let 
uu play around quite as much, and you didn’t need to for VHF, all 
epresented a larger cost. So, instead of thinking in terms of $35 for 

i] ical conversion of a VHF to UHF receiver—and it is never as 
rood as a proper one—vou till have to add, on the average, certa nly 
n the fringe area, with low-power 1,000 watt transmitters, towers, 

ecelving towers, recelving antenna, and to maintain them, which is a 
ery expensive item. 

grange Porrer. I assume another problem you would be confront- 

, too, is the fact that many of your service men in placing your 
intennas wouldn’t have the knowledge or the know-how as to where 
to place them, and they would try to operate as they did with the VHF 
intenna, by just putting them up and letting them go. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, the only trouble with your statement 
s to use the past tense. They don’t know right now. Many of them 
lon’t know right now, and many who call themselves servicemen and 
never had any trouble have been able to get paid for doing that work, 
although there has been a tremendous development in that respect. 

Senator Porrer. I can see your statement is going to bring on many 
questions. 

Mr. Rorerts. I can summarize it to some extent. 

Senator Porrer. Would you prefer to finish tonight? 

Mr. Roperts. I will stick to the prepared report. I can finish the 
statement tonight and be available tomorrow if you want me, al- 
though I would prefer to come back tomorrow, sir. 

Senator Porrer. If it is all right, I would prefer to have you do 
that. 

Mr. Ronerts. I will be glad to come back tomorrow. 

Mr. Scuorrpre.. You are here in town, anyway ? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes; I am here. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

I think that will be better. 

Mr. Ropserts. All right, sir. 

Senator Porrer. We will recess until 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 5:15 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:30 a. m., tomorrow morning, Friday, May 21, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 21, 1954 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 2 ON COMMUNICATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

The subcommittee met at 9:15 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Potter (chairman of the subcommittee), Schoep 
pel, Bowring, Hunt, and Pastore. 

Also present: Senator Edwin C. Johnson; Bertram O. Wissman, 
chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, counsel for the subcommittee. 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. When we con- 

luded last night, Mr. Roberts was in the middle of his statement. We 
will conclude with his statement at thistime. We have many witnesses 
whom we would like to hear today. This will be the last day of this 
part of the hearing due to the convention next week. 

We will meet again on June 3 and 4, and I hope that we can all 
conclude the testimony at that time. 

We have scheduled for today 20 witnesses, so you can well appre 
ciate that time is of the essence. We would appreciate it if you could 
limit your remarks to not more than 15 minutes, if it is possible. We 
do not want to cut off any witness. We want to get all the witnesses 
we can, and all the facts, but if you have any additional material to 
submit you may submit it as part of the record. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. ROBERTS, GENERAL COUNSEL, ULTRA 
HIGH FREQUENCY TELEVISION ASSOCIATION—Resumed 


Mr. Roserrs. I would like at the beginning of my testimony this 
morning to make a correction in the prepared statement of testimony 
that was filed with the committee by striking the name of S. Bernard 
Berk of WAKR from the list appearing on the front page. His name 
was included under misapprehension. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Roserts. I was discussing UHF operational difficulties. 

The basic difficulty in establishing UHF stations under the present 
intermixed allocation plan adopted by the Federal Communications 
Commission is attributable to 

(a) Conversion: The necessity for listeners converting their re 
ceivers and appurtenant antenna equipment in order to satisfactorily 
receive UHF stations. 
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(6) Programing: The inability of UHF stations to obtain pro 
graming of comparable quality with ‘competitive VHF stations in the 


\dvertising revenue: The inability of UHF stations to obtain 


itiona d regional advertising revenue sufficient to support local 
proauctiol ind thus attract comparable audiences. Thus we have 
hat UHF broadcasters recognize as the vicious circle. 
Qne ¢ the mos mportant elements of UHF’s present plight 
rograming. The Ultra High Frequency Association has devoted 
refi | serious study to the factors involved in television station 
programing al d has reached several conclusions. 
It is undeniable that ultra high frequency broadcasters in inter 
xed markets cannot obtain the competitive programing to attract 
idiences that must first convert VHF receivers or purchase all 
channel receivers. This is fundamentally true because of the follow- 
ng 
Dominant network: The two dominant networks, long estab 
lished in radio operation, have preferred and sup yported their basi 
fhliate in television as well as in rx adio, and sb, a Oe is 
on or through station ownership ce mntrol program o for V HF « 
iets ll all major m arkets. 


/ 


(4) Custom: Established contracts and customs result in, and in 
ract require preferential clearance of, time in favor of the major net 
WOrkKSs. 

Senator Porrer. What are your views on Dr. Du Mont’s three 


Mr. Ronerrs. Of course, I work for the company, and in this 
nstance I am entirely on my own. Dr. Du Mont knew when I 
went with the association that I was to represent my own views on the 
inatter. With respect to the report, I think it is a most excellent view 
and I think it is entirely true in all respects and deserves all the con- 
ideration in the world. 

With respect to the three proposals they all have some disadvan 


tages. But the critical thing is that they contemplate that relief can be 
had solely by on ses the three propos: ils, whereas I do not believe that. 
I do not believe that merely requiring networks to give fractions of 


their time to some ot] er stations or inducing networks by allowing 
them to have 11 stations or any of the other programing devices will 
solve  basie problem which, in my opinion, is fundamental and 
has to a with im proper intermixture, and that you must set up in all 
the primary markets, in my opinion, stations of common type opera 
tion at the present time and for a long time to come and in sufficient 
numbers to provide for and support four sources of national pro 
craming. 

If you do not do that by eliminating intermixture as far as you can, 
then the other remedies will not be sufficient. But in like manner, | 
feel that mere intermixture is not sufficient. You would have to use 
some device similar to one of the ones that Dr. Du Mont presented. 

His experie nce and the experience of his staff in the business and the 
fact that they have been on the low end of the totem pole for a long 
time a the theory of the programing requires that those methods 
be given consideration. 
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| fear a large number of owned and oper: ated stations in the hands 
of a small group of ownership. That is my own personal expression 
n it. 
(c) Kinescope repeat broadcasts: Even when affiliated VHF 
1s cannot use network programing on a live basis, they show kine 
pe recordings at off hours and thereby prevent use of the live pro 
m by competitive UHF stations. This practice effectively frus 
tes the UHF operator from any good live network programing. I 
| there one sentence that the same thi g is applicable to the sour 
lm, that the dominant station acquires the bulk of a series of show 
ind may put on a first-class production at 2: 30 in the morning, 
idu gf up the market so that the market is not available t the 
UHI pro lucer. If we do have commercially available the use of 
pe-recording video, it doesn’t change it because somebody 
duce it. It is not the technical desirability but the source of th 
rogram that makes the program not available. We will no 
ficiency whose trouble comes due to saturation of the media. 
Limited network clearances: Major network advertisers « 
afford to produce superior programing unless they secure “clea 
* from networks in a sufficient number of top markets to justify 


‘expenditure and network and cable charges, and under the system 
now prevails, they are solely dependent upon the two largest 
works fi r eee maxim im audi ence clearances. Needless to say, 
irances, re tively speal cing, are not forthcoming for UHF statio 
(ce) Nation al advertising revenue: Similarly, national spot adver 
rs general] place their time and announcements around feat 
eraming and will not use UHF stations which can en secure at- 
tive feature programing. Even if these good loc: eatin hat 
t want it because they want something that is ie around the 
unt d you heard t! » estimate that rea eee recent of 
revenue comes from local operations of a local operator. For in 
ta e, a it al operator in St. Louis reached his « quota for lo uivel 


ng revenue with very fine UHF equipment, but that still left him 
with four-fifths of his revenue to be raised without the national spot 
dvertisinge, act ording to the existing hgures and customs he ce ild not 
survive. 

(f) Film: Release of desirable feature motion picture film at 
reasonable cost has been withheld by major motion-picture studios 
and by various talent and labor agreements. Control of rel ene 
motion picture film of suitable entertainment quality has often been 
oncentrated in major networks and in a few distributors. Use of 
some desirable foreign films has been restrained by governmental and 
labor requirements. 

Senator Porrer. What is the policy on the use of motion-picture 
film? Does it have to be 7 years old? 

Mr. Rozerts. I have no evidence of a specific agreement among the 
major network producers to withhold feature films within their 
libraries, but the testimony before the Commission at various times 
has shown that factors affecting the release, even where the invest- 
ment has been completely amortized, are such things as the Petrillo 
agreement, the expense of clearing for talent claims in the picture 
or the original writers of the pic ture, the cost of just clearing that to 
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be certain that there would not be some expense there and fin: ally the 
reluctance of the motion-picture industry to release their motion pic 
tures which are the most recent ones. In any event, the net result 
of all these things is that a great mass of a good black-and-white film 
is not available for local production. 

Until the last 2 years the production of color film by the industry 
was limited so that practically all the good feature color film is, since 
the Petrillo agreement—and if we do have to produce color on a non- 
network basis, it will be difficult to secure good programing material. 

The foreign film is largely the production of the foreign organiza 
tions and the labor organizations in this country have taken steps to 
prevent the introduction and use of foreign films. 

Senator Porrer. Are new films being produced, any films being 
produced especially for television ? 

Mr. Roserrs. Oh, yes. Many television programs are being put di 
rectly on film, timed out, many of the best programs, and with the in- 
troduction of one or two recent developments, continuous motion- 
picture devices are now available and are now being distributed that 
are enormous improvements over the quality of film showing, so that 
will make a great difference in local distribution of film. 

That doesn’t change the fact that ownership and widespread distri- 
bution is what makes it available to the operators. If you wipe out all 
major networks, there wouldn’t be any difference in that regard. 

Other factors have conspired to make the operation of a “UHF tele- 
vision station increasingly difficult. Among these: 

A. Inequitable results: Restrictive and unfair governmental regula- 
tion, e. g., the threat of expedited or “quickie” grants of competitive 
VHF channels, unforeseen and unforeseeable when UHF owner re- 
ceived his grant, and the rapid functional obsolescence of early UHF 
equipment - ave discouraged equity capital and made loan credit un- 
obtainable by many UHF operators. That “quickie” grant has been 
an extreme ‘lv bad thing and a new thing. Just because it has been 
bad for a UHF operator, and that in principle, doesn’t mean there is no 
defense for it. The operators of the VHF grants wanted them to go 
through quickly. There was enormous pressure to get the “quickie” 
grants through. One thing they are doing is foreclosing the correc- 
tion of the intermixture situation. If you dump in more or less over- 
night grants through collusion or agreement by the operators involved, 
you make it more and more difficult to correct this situation. On the 
other hand, VHF competitors have been encouraged and their financ- 
ing facilitated by major network programing agreements, friendly 
governmental regulations and established stability of equipment de- 
sign and construction. Obviously, much more could be said on the 


1c, 
3. Unrealistic taxation: Unrealistic and inequitable tax require- 
ments, including fixed schedules for depreciation, prevent realization 
of early profits by the UHF operator in markets where VHF competi- 
tion has been deferred or limited. That has been taken up with the 
Treasury Department by the association for several months and we 
. ave good reason to believe that the schedules are taking into account 
he rapid obsolescence of UHF equipment. The new tax bill has some 
‘elief and the further spread of early losses or profit will be taken 
into ovale ration. 
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1) Hiatus: Hiatus is a freeze with a new name. A minimum 
0- to 180-day hiatus, effective upon all applicants and holders of con 
truction permits who have not yet requested authority to conduct 
equipment tests, thus providing the subcommittee and the Federel 
Communications Conymission with sufficient time to study solutions to 
the problem and establish an integrated permanent plan that will as- 
ire the competitive national television service. Every day the hiatus 
is postponed further aggravates the already chaotic condition in the 
most important branch of the Nation’s communications industry. 
(nd I mean by every day, I mean today, action that would be taken 
by the Commission today to prevent further releasing of “quickies.” 
It doesn’t take very long and it is imperatively required. 

(6) Transfer from VHF to UHF: Ultimate transfer of all tele- 
vision broadcasting to the universally adequate UHF band is desirable, 
and barring the perpetuation of present monopolistic conditions, 
inevitable. 

Senator Porrrr. You contend that eventually we should have all of 
our television on the UHF band. 

Mr. Roserrs. Will you have it on an equitable basis for everybody 
or will you wait until UHF is available to only two networks and 
let them have it for the entire country 

(c) First step, eliminate intermixture: It is the considered judg- 
ment of the Ultra High Frequency Association that the above could 
best be accomplished by stages, the first stage to be an immediate real- 
location eliminating VHF and UHF intermixture on a market- by- 
market basis. This is to be accomplished by a mandate permitting 
the substitution of channels between markets, the change of existing 
operating frequencies from VHF to UHF, and vice versa. This rem- 
edy may require, in some instances, the extension of the right to 
operate by the same station with both UHF and VHF transmitters 
during an interim period. There is a possibility that it may require 
the use of one television channel from the FM spectrum. 

(d) Network programing: As to programing, no voluntary solu- 
tion is in sight. There has been undoubtedly an undesirable concen- 
tration of control of television broadcasting through advertisers and 
television outlets. This is in the main attributable to governmental 
regulation and to the insufficiency of immediately available equivalent 
channels in major markets. Voluntary commercial subsidization of 
UHF broadcasting stations by advertisers or by networks has not, and 
will not occur. The immediate and necessary remedy lies in manda- 
tory regulation of networks and other program sources, to enforce 
equitable distribution of opportunities for programing without regard 
to affiliation agreement or immediate audience. Networks must be 
compensated for this investment in the future of communications 
freedom, by grant of certificates of convenience and necessity which 
will preclude uneccessary future competition. This, in view of the 
fact that the committee has before it legislation intending to accom- 
plish this purpose, if you will make the networks distribute the unbal- 
anced programing so as to induce a field in which you can have some 
of the other programing, that means some of them will have to give 
up some of what they have got. It would be unfair to ask them to do 


that without defining networks as the bill proposes and ‘without re- 
quiring the Commission to give grandfather grants to the existing 
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networks so when they do make this expenditure they will not be con 
fronted by a “come lately” who wants to disrupt all the things on a 
national Cae 

Senator Porrer. It would freeze in four networks 

Mr. Roserrs. Yes, sir. They are the 4 wha paid the money, and 
the boy who sits back with 5 stations and does not offer networ!] 
service should not be granted that privilege. If there is a need for 
fifth, the Commission could grant the fifth. 

(a) Receiver production: Production of all-channel receivers of 
the des nee eee on the } part of the vie win g pub lic to convert to UHI 


through ization of improve xd equipment can be expedited by Fed- 
eral T ade G ommission rabies: and we were before the Federal Trad 
Commission last fall to make it an unfair practice on this matter of 
advertising television receivers. You would have to say this is a 
VHF receiver, for arnt That would be very important, and eve! 
without formal] ac tion | by the Fede1 i] Trade Commission many better 


business bureaus picked tha it up, and it did a lot of good throughout 
the country. 
It can further be expedited by Federal Communications Commis 


sion regulations, such as the restriction of spurious emission fron 
inferior equipment: or by a preference for all-channel receivers 
through a reduction or elimination of excise taxes. 

Senator Porrer. The question that concerns me, if you start switch 


ing from VHF to a UHF market, what about the people who hav 

invested many thousands of dollars in television receivers? What 

about the problem of forcing them to convert, which would mean a1 
| 


additional money outlay to the onsumer ¢ 


Mr. Rorerrs. The important thing is under the step-by-step pla 


v have talked about. Ver) oreat numbers of them do not have t 
change at all. For instance. in New York and other markets wher 
vou would have the same kind of problem you would have at least 


four networks, and they would continue in the nonintermixed field wit] 
their surrounding areas, probably by the granting of further VHF’s 

Secondly, as you have noted, the production of the manufacturers 
has been such that there is a natur: I transition by people who prefe 
to get fringe-area programing and want an all-channel receiver. 


Thirdly, there is a change by individuals anyway. It is a well 
known fact that children are requiring a receiver in the back of 
the house and the 12- or 15-inch receiver, black and white, is being 


moved back to an inferior use for a new, larger receiver which is 
coming into the front of the house. That transition permits, without 
any serious outlay, you can get a transition naturally to UHF. It 
isn’t as great a burden as it might seem. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any figures as to the average lengt! 
of time that the average homeowner has a set before he trades it in’ 

Mr. Roserrs. I have never seen any conclusive evidence. Probably 
you could estimate 4 years, but each technological change, for instance, 
to good UHF programing brings about a greater turnover than that 
and color will be the next opportunity for making the change without 
hardship. Four years might be reasonable for dealers expecting to 
make resales. 

Senator Pastore. Mr. Roberts, you had said— 

Ultimate transfer of all television broadcasting to the universally adequate 


band is desirable, and barring the perpetuation of present monopolistic condi- 
tions, inevitable. 





a 


ie wei 


























































9 


on Mr. Roperts. Yes. 

na Senator Pastore. Why do you say that? 
Mr. Roserts. Because you cannot get a nationwide competitive 
roadcasting system giving the people the variety of programing 
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ane they want throughout the country on the VHF channels. You cannot 
01 naintain as economic a service between the VHF and the UHF. 
vr lhe Government and other services want the channels presently used 


by VHF pretty badly. There is a tremendous demand for use for 
ther purposes, more necessary purposes In some respect by the 


HI iannels presently used by the local band of the VHF channel. 
‘ed- If you were on all U HF you would have a greater similarity of 
adi quipment throughout the country and you would eliminate the 
‘ of ermixture problem and you would have transmitters and receivers 
S i ch could be universally sold throughout the UHF band. There 
ve very reason to go to all UHF. The only thing that stops us is 
Ler the commitment to the VHF’s at the present time. 
out | Senator Pasrore. May I ask Mr. Hyde whether or not he agrees 
i th that statement, “yes or no” ? 
: Mr. Hyper. That it is necessary to move all television to UHF 
i ler to have a nationwide competitive service ? 
e] Senator Pasrorr. Yes. 


Mr. Hypr. No; I am not ready to agree to that. 
c} Senator Pasrore. Do you agree to the statement made by Mr. 
uve Roberts ? 
1a Mr. Hypr. You mean where you said: “Ultimate transfer of all 
aul television broadcasting to the universally adequate UHF band is de- 
rable, and barring the perpetuation of present monopolistic con- 
al litions, inevitable” ? 
Senator Pastore. Do you agree with that statement ? 


er Mr. Hypr. No: I do not agree with that, but, Senator, that is a 

ast ype of an agreement that I would want to examine in some detail 

tl efore I would give a complete answer. 

Mc Senator Pasrore. It is important as to whether we end up with 

ers UHF. 

fi Mr. Hyper. There are serious questions as to whether or not within 
the presently alloc ‘ated UHF television channels you could work out 

»}) . sufficient number of assignments to take care of certain congested 

of parts of the country. Before you could be absolutely certain as to 

ne iow complete that coverage would be, it would be necessary to engineer 
the pl un. 

ut I say it would be difficult because of the experience we had in 

It trying to fill out an allocation in the northeastern part of the country 
with the use of both the UHF and VHF parts of the spectrum. 

rt} Senator Pastore. You say it will be desirable to make greater use 

n of UHF, but not exclusively ; is that right? 

I] y Mr. Hyper. The Commission found it necessary to use both parts 

ce, of the spectrum in order to provide the coverage necessary. Mr. 

vat Roberts feels that the coverage could be worked out in the UHF, but 

ut he says with technological improvements in the offing. I don’t know 

ti what he means by that, and perhaps there are some devices that he 


has in mind that will give a more efficient distribution of UHF than 
seemed available to us. 
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Senator Jomnson. Mr. Chairman, the Senator from Rhode Island 
has asked a very interesting question. There is a technical question 
as well as a question of policy involved. 

We are fortunate this morning in having Commissioner Sterling 
here who is an electronics technician, and I would like to hear his 
reply, too. 

I would like to hear Frieda Hennock’s reply. She is an expert 
on public relations and public service, and I would like to hear briefly 
a reply from each of these Commissioners to that same question. 

I also have one question for Commissioner Hyde. I want to know 
if you could not have a better allocation with the 40 channels in UHF 
or the 12 channels in VHF. 

Mr. Hypr. With the 70 channels in UHF? 

Senator Jonnson. There may be 70 but you have 40 now. 

Mr. Hype. You would have more broadcasters with stations in 
communities with the 70 UHF channels than you would with the 12 
VHF channels. 

Senator Jonnson. There would be less danger of monopoly. 

Mr. Hyper. You would have more opportunity for competition. I 
do not think that the distribution of stations on the VHF constitutes 
a monopoly. It does not afford the amount of competitive oppor- 
tunity that we would like to have and which is the reason for going 
into the U HE ‘ 

Senator Jonson. It is very rapidly drifting into monopoly, Mr. 
Commissioner. 

Mr. Hypr. I think that there would be on the order of 500 stations. 
That is not a monopoly, Senator. 

Senator Jounson. You count the stations and say that there is 
not a monopoly? That doesn’t mean anything. 

Mr. Hypr. And not more than five of them under common control. 

Senator Jonunson. That doesn’t mean there is not monopoly in 
VHF. 

Mr. Hype. In some communities there would be one station, and 
I suppose that would be a local monopoly, but you would not have a 
general monopoly. 

Senator Jonnson. There is a very serious monopoly in the VHF, 
and I am sure the chairman knows it, that we do not have a nation- 
wide competitive service in this country because of the monopoly 
in VHF. 

Mr. Hyper. I have urged in previous testimony that the Commis- 
sion went into that matter in order to give an opportunity to com- 
petitive stations in as many markets as possible, of course, I agreed 
to that principle, but I do not believe that we have a monopolistic 
situation now. I think we have one that could be improved by more 
successful use of all the channels. 

Senator Jonnson. But the situation is this, if the chairman will 
permit me to say so, the very fact that the Commission found it neces- 
sary to go to the UHF in order to get a competitive service of television 
is proof enough that the Commission realized and recognized that 
there was monopoly. 

Now, the sad situation is that UHF is being blanked out because 
of a lack of receivers and because of the very monopoly that caused 
the Commission to go into UHF and supplement VHF with UHF. 
UHF is about to be blanked out and completely eliminated, and that 
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what this meeting is about. That is what this hearing is for. That 
s what we are considering. We are trying to find out some way of 
aving UHF, and the reason is so that we may have a competitive serv- 
ice in the United States in accordance with the law adopted by Con 
gress on this very subject. I will not interject any more arguments 
nto this, Mr. Chairman, I promise you. 

Mr. Hype. In my statement which I made at the beginning of this 
earing, I indicated that it was the Commission’s purpose to have a 
television service on the broad basis of not 12 or 70 channels, but 82 
channels and we did not want the television service divided into 

lasses such as UHF and VHF. 

It was the Commission’s objective, and it is still our objective to 
have as many of these cl hannels in active use as the public can make use 

' n the interest as wide diversification, in the interest of having as 
many choices ol Putt: as possible for all the public. 

Senator Jounson. Mr. Chairman, we also have Commissione 
Webster here who is an electronics engineer and expert. He served 
well and faithfully in the Federal service and I regard him as one 
of the outstanding electronics engineers of these times, and I would 
like to suggest that the question which you submit to the chairman be 
also submitted to him for brief comment. Now, I will subside. 

Senator Pastore. On the point raised by Mr. Hyde where there 
is a desire to raise the competition on the bands to 82 instead of 12 

ith the competition of VHF and UHP, the trouble is that the whole 
thing is sewed up under the 12 channels of VHF. The good programs 
are in VHF and that is exactly where the problem is. 

The other people are not on a competitive level for the simple reason 

at they do not get the same quality of program. It doesn’t pay for 
anyone to convert unless that is the only alternative he has. If there 
is only one UHF channel he would have to use his channel for that. 

The point is that people are not converting because all the good 
programs are coming through on the VHF channels, and the "y are 
not going to convert as long as you have that situation. 

Senator Porrer. If there are other Commissiopers here who want 
to comment briefly on the question asked by Senator Pastore as to 
whether or not they feel that eventually all television can be and 
should be on the UHF band, we would like to hear them. Would you 
care to comment on that, Commissioner Sterling ? 

Mr. Sreruine. I find myself in agreement with what Chairman 
Hyde has said, but I imagine what Senator Johnson had in mind was 
the long-term program and not an immediate program. 

The making of a television allocation plan is of some proportions. 
You cannot generalize on something which is so important as that. 
One would never have thought that we were going to have over 2,000 
AM broadcasting stations. From a long-term standpoint, I do not 
believe there would be sufficient UHF channels to provide for a nation 
wide competitive service, but I believe that as time goes on the manu 
facturers will, in response to a demand for cheaper equipment and 
competitive features, will get into this, that there will be many smaller 
communities that will want a small power cheap, inexpensive tele 
vision outlet, and I do not believe that from a long-term standpoint 
that you could make a nationwide television competitive system by 
utilizing the UHF. It is dangerous to generalize on such an impor 
tant subject. 
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One must take all the factors into consideration, the trends of the 
time and it does get into engineering. 

Are we going to have the mega watt of power that we estimated to 
be available? We have a present limit of 2,000 feet for antennas for 
UHF. We do not have such antennas at this time. I will not say we 
may never have them. You must take into consideration all the tech- 
nical aspects. I do not believe I would want to say that you could 
make a nationwide competitive system and guarantee service as we 
had hoped to guarantee service to all the people of these United States 
in the important media of television. 

Senator Porrer. Today it is a key question because eventually if all 
television will be in the UHF band, or should be in the UHF band, 
or should be in the UHF band, we had better start taking a new look 
at the grants for VHF. We would like to hear from you Commis- 
sioner Webster. 

Mr. Wesrsrer. I have been away for about a month and have not 
had time to digest material brought before your committee. I have 
read the testimony of our chairman, and I have read some of the 
material that Commissioner Sterling has made, that is through one 
of his talks and in conversations with him, and I concur heartily 
with both of their statements or speeches that they have made. 

During the time that we considered this whole problem in the Com- 
mission, I could see no way from an engineering point of view, that 
you could give a countrywide television service with just the DHF 
band. It is a very difficult engineering problem and I think that no 
one can make a general statement without going into the details 
from one end of the country to the other and try to allocate these 
frequencies. 

To make a general satement that you can do it in UHF, I want 
somebody to come up and prove it. That was my conclusion at the 
time we worked on it. 

There is one other point in going into all UHF, and that is to 
change the stations now on VHF over to UHF. 

Anyone who will go into the legal problem involved will find that 
it is a very difficulé problem. Even with the 108 stations, we were 
faced with at that time we made our decision that it was a grave 
question as to whether you could force those stations to go over to 
UHF. 

[ think the legal problem involved and the long procedures that you 
might have to go through in changing them over would have to be 
gone over. 

I heartily endorse everything said so far with regard to the problem 
with respect to our Chairman and what I have heard from Commis- 
sioner Sterling. 

Senator Porrer. Commissioner Hennock, we would like to hear 
from you. 

Miss Hennock. It is very difficult for me to state my problem. I 
have to take my hair down and blame the Senate as much as the 
Commission. 

The 331 applicants which you now permit and all the other appli- 
cants have dropped by the wayside, and I think there were ‘tiene 
40 which gives 370 or 380 people who thought very highly of UHF. 

I blame the Senate because of the senatorial pressure. I am all for 
these improvements that these people talk about, but if there is any 
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testimony that there is anything the matter with UHF, they have not 
told me it for 5 years. 

What do we mean as a Commission by sitting here and saying to 
these people that this is just as good as VHF and never make a dis 

netion between the two bands, and if you want me to tell the truth, 

vhen you Senators call up this Commission and say hurry up and give 
us te levision service to our communities and give it to us tomorrow, 
and give it by the most unethical manner known to man, what do you 
mean by allowing applicants to come in on Tuesday at 5 o’clock and 
file an application and not allow anybody to compete for that channel 
_ allow the worst interests in those communities—and I do not 

‘an disreputable necessarily, but when you allow two companies to 

erge and not even to let the public know what is happening to the 

blic interest and necessity in this country and the free speech and 

nion, what do you think I will say when you ask me that question? 

lam re: cp to cry and give up and if you want to know the rest of my 
statement I will give it to you before I am through this hearing. 

Senator Por rer. We have the newest member of the Commission, 
Mr. Lee. Mr. Roberts, in his statement, mentioned that the future of 
television lies in the UHF field and that eventually all television should 
go intothe UHF band. Do you have any views on that Commissione1 
Lee? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, from my standpoint, I am a strong free- 
enterprise man. I haven’t heard anybody come to us and say that 

iey have made too much mone y, why don’t you take some away? I 
would do anything I could to help UHF on a technical basis, but 

far as the allocations, I think the disruption would be awfully 

rious when you consider 30 million sets. 

I can imagine what would happen in Congress with the uproar 

all those people who would have to make some adjustment of 

their aerial and some adjustment of their machines. I expect there 

VHF stations which are having difficulty, too. It may be that 

we are still breaking ground. Every week we are putting some more 

stations on the air. We are going through a period where maybe the 
tations are ahead of the market. I don’t know. 

I have information that UHF will be all right in the long run. I 
would hesitate to go so far as to impose more governmental control 
in order to help a problem and thereby create more problems by the 
very means we use to solve them. 

I am in sympathy with the removing of the excise tax and I would 
do things like that, but anything that would not be well within the 
free-enterprise system, I would oppose transferring to the UHF or 
putting all television in the UHF band. 

Senator Porrer. I am a member of another committee where all 
the members of the committee once in a while take the witness stand, 
and we have the same situation with members of the Commission 
giving their testimonials. I think it might be desirable, in order to 
expedite the hearing as much as possible, that we continue with the 
regular scheduled witnesses and then at the conclusion of the hearing, 
to have the Commission come back and pick up these various points 
with the members of the Commission. 

Mr. Hyper. If we might, I would ask that we be permitted to sub- 
mit a statement which will take up points that have been made by a 
number of witnesses. I would like to add right now that I do not 
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consider that any of the Commission procedures are in any way 
unethical at any time. 

Senator Pasrore. I realize the desire of the chairman to expedite 
the hearing. However, I do have one question I would like to ask 
Mi Hyde 

Ilyde, could you inform us as to the number of operating tele- 

vision stations, and I think you said 376. 

Mr. Hyper. 377. 

Senator Pasrorr. How many people or individuals own the 377? 
I know that one cannot own more than 5, but how many of them 
have 5? How many owners have we? 

Mr. Hype. 300 is approximately right. I will make a careful check 
on that 

Senator Porrer. Will you submit that for the record ? 

Mr. Hyper. I think his question meant by “persons” to cover indi- 
viduals or corporations ? 

Senator Pasrore. Yes; the same interests owning 5 or 3 or what 
ever the number is. 

Mr. Hype. Yes; we will supply that. 

Approximately 487 different companies or individuals own the 570 
TV stations authorized as of May 1, 1954. A total of 51 companies 
or individuals had either majority or substantial minority ownership 
interests in more than 1 TV station. A breakdown of these ownership 
interests is as follows: 





‘ 
' 


Number of 

companies or| Number of 

individuals stations 

holding such involved 
interest 


Number of stations in which a majority or substantial 
minority interest is held 


Subtotal (2 or more) rl 5] 134 


Nore.—Of the 377 stations on the air as of May 1, 1954, there were approximately 304 separate companies 
or individuals owning such stations 


Senator Porrer. You may proceed, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Roverts. I have been working with Chairman Hyde and Com- 
missioner Webster and Commissioner Sterling for a gre: it mi ny years, 
and the mere fact that I have a difference of opinion doesn’t mean I 
would want to compare my judgment with their collective judgment, 
and if what we have to say cannot stand on cold logic before. you | 
wouldn't want it to be considered necessarily as being in opposition 
to what they are saying. 

The question from Senator Pastore was not completely a fair one. 
You cannot expect the Commission to conclude that the ultimate 
transfer was inevitable when the Commission was committed in its 
Sixth Report and Order. 

Senator Pastore. The four words I directed my attention to are 
“all television” “UHEF” and “inevitable”. That is a final statement. 
You see no matter what we do we will wind up with everything on 


UHF. 
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Mr. Roserts. I start with the following reasons, immediately om 
fore the allocation the Commission took away from the broadcas 
band from 470 megacycles and gave it to the telephone vanpenr. 
[he Commission reserved 15 channels of the UHF without spec ific 
assignment. ‘They were not necessary for their assignments going 
lown to villages of a few thousand population. Fifteen is in my 
mind more than 12, so that you could get rid of all the VHF channels 
and still have 3. 

The Commission assigned a large number of channels to educa- 
tional purposes and I am saying nothing about taking them away. 

In the next place, in the entire Sixth Report and Order, there is only 
one place where there was mention made of 82 channels and that 
was put in after the report was completed and it was not supported, 
to my knowledge, by the testimony of a single witness. There was 
never a Witness who said we needed 82 channels. There never was an 
location plan that used up all the 82 channels. 

We know, and the testimony is in on this, we know that no tele- 

ision system can be supported on the basis of present labor and 
material costs in a city with a population of less than 100,000, but I 
submit there is plenty of room in the 70 megacycle field. 

Senator Porrer. You are using 40 UHF channels? 

Mr. Ropers. You have got 70 but a lot of them are assigned to 
education and 15 reserve channels they contemplate using and you 
could move above the ultra top. 

Mr. Hyper. There is no channel in reserve. They have been worked 
nto the plan. 

Mr. Roperts. Those channels that are frequently assigned through- 
out the emacs seu you have many that are not assigned. 

There is no application for them. There are many UHF channels 
vhich could be moved around. 

Miss Hennock. May I ask one question that might clarify some- 
thing? What about booster and satellites which Commissioner Ster- 
ling is in favor of. Asa matter of fact, they could extend the cover- 
age and give you nation-wide service. 

Mr. Roserrs. I think the term booster, which means a fill-in within 
the required maximum service area, obviously that can be used too. 
(s to the satellites you can extend it into a market into which no one 
else is reaching. 

Miss Hennock. 85 percent of our channels are already in UHF. 
Couldn’t we by technical improvement, both by improving the power 
and the tube situation and the few remaining things that have to be 
mproved increase our 85 percent of our channels to make them equal 
100 percent if we really went to town and did the job with these great 
experts in the field ? 

Mr. Rorerts. One of the technical improvements would, of course, 
be the use of boosters and satellite stations. 

Another would be attaining 1,000 kilowatt power. The third 
would be directional antennas, not only vertical but horizontal di- 
rectional antennas which could be of tremendous value in economical 
distribution of channels. 

Senator Porrrer. I think we had better continue, Mr. Roberts, o 


the other 19 witnesses will not be on the stand. 


Mr. Roserts. They know very much more than I do, and I will be 
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(f) Income taxes: The modification of present income-tax laws 
and regulations to permit flexibility in depreciation and tax spread 
by UHF operators can constitute a valid method of assisting the 
UHF broadcaster. 

(g) Equipment research: A Federal contract for UHF transmis 
sion and receiving tube research as is presently carried on by the 
Federal Government in suc’: fields as agriculture, aviation, shipping. 
and others is a major step toward the development of an adequat 
national television service. The cost of development of a tube, eithe: 
by absorption by the manufacturer or else go into the cost of th 
all-channel receiver—since the defense services have need for facilities 
of this kind, it would appear that encouragement by your committe: 
of a small part of their research funds to permit experimental work 
in attaining high power in UHF and attaining better tubes for UH] 
receivers would be much more desirable. 

(A) Financial assistance: Authority for refunding by loan of 
impaired capital of properly qu: ified existing and future UHI 
stations for a limited period, to offset the injury inflected by imprope! 
and inadequate governmental regulation. I believe that this is du 
to a governmental mistake and a change in plans that, on a case 
by-case basis I think the Small Business = omy pe should bx 
ordered to provide replacement of capital by UHF operators t 
prevent this and reduce the loss of capital when they are driven off 
the market. 

Senator Porrrr. Is it difficult for the UHF operator to secur 
capital ? 

Mr. Roserts. It is practically impossible. It is almost impossibl 
for him to receive an extended plan payment even by a company o1 
the companies most interested in helping him. They cannot get 
from any governmental agency at all. 

Che association feels that any and all of these suggestions and 
recommendations are workable, are helpful, and are reasonabl 
There is no panacea for UHF broadcasting. There is a long, hard 
road before the UHF owner as it has ever been for any pioneer. Thi 
UHF industry does not want any handouts nor any special consid 
erations that will get our Government to guarantee him a profit o1 
his investment. Rather, what he wants is only a fair opportunity to 
compete against the already entrenched VHF competitors who pres 
ently control the market place. If this subcommittee can help the 
UHF broadcascter to a square deal from Government regulator) 
agencies, from manufacturers, and from the major network interests, 
it will not only have strengthened a vital arm of our communications 
media but will also have bolstered immeasurably the cause of free 
enterprise in our Nation. 

Finally, with respect to the legislation, I would say that the legis 
lation, both the Johnson and Bricker bills, are beneficial in this way. 

Senator Porrer. I would like to thank you for your statement. 
You have certainly brought into the hearing some views which 
know that the committee will give considerable thought to. We are 
going to interrupt the scheduled witnesses at this time to hear Mr. 
Morris Berman from the New York Society of Engineers. 
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STATEMENT OF MORRIS BERMAN, PRESIDENT, NEW YORK 
SOCIETY OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Berman. My address is 393 Central Park West, New York City. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the table prepared by Columbia Broadcasting 
System showing the heights of towers and the relative ranges of 
broadcast signals. 

At present there appears to be a hopeless chaos in the television 

nd FM broadcasting industry owing to weak rece ption or no reception 
t all in many areas of the Nation, as well as station interference, 
because of the need of limiting power used by the relatively low 
transmission towers, the highest of which is about 1,500 feet, with the 
limited coverage resulting. If transmission towers were 5,000 feet— 
ibout a mile—in height, the entire Nation could be covered by seventy 
five 1-mile-high towers and an equal number of low towers between 
them, as shown in figure 1, where crosses indicate the mile-high towers, 
and dots the intermediate towers, less than 1,000 feet high. 

The advantages of the system proposed would, first, be the elimi 
~ ition of all but 150 of the 2,053 stations predicted for the near future 
by the Federal Communications Commission, meaning the elimination 
of 1,903 aviation hazards. The proposed towers would be provided 
with adequate radio signals to warn fiers, and would therefore be less 
iazardous than the 64 mountain peaks in the United States, all over 
214 miles high. Commercial and military airways are 2 miles high 
andabove. Total coverage of the Nation would also result in increased 
set sales and better programing resulting from the additional listening 
potential. 

Senator Porrer. Do you mean if you had 75 towers you would have 

5 stations that would cover the Nation ? 

Mr. Berman. By directional transmission, it is possible to sort of 
focus by a spot light system using directi tonal broadcasting. It is 
possible to have any community served as a spotlight affair exactly 
as it is now. In other words, although you have 1 tower, you can 
actually have even 100 stations to service that area by means of simply 
broadcasting a beam to cover that area exclusively 

Senator Porrer. What would be the purpose of the high tower? 

Mr. Berman. As you see, Mr. Chairman, here is an experiment in 
the city of New York. Previously towers were very low and recently 
the Radio C orporation of America has sort of combined all of their 
broadcasting facilities in the New York area on the top of the Empire 
State Building. The experimental work was successful and worked 
exceedingly well. If this is going to be a general tendency to combine 
the towers into a more efficient high tower, you will find greater 
efficiency in operation, greater economy. You will find that you will 
not need superfluous coaxial cables. 

Senator Porrer. You mean for several stations using the same 
tower ? . 

Mr. Berman. Any number of stations may use the same tower. A 
broadcast station would not be defined as something eman: iting from 
the same tower, but rather in the terms of the area covered. So all 
the existing regulations c ould be made to apply by merely defining the 
words “broadcast station.” 
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Senator Pasrorr. Have you tried to sell your invention to the 
industry ¢ 

Mr. Berman. Negotiations are now going on with the leaders in the 
field. 

Senator Pasrorr. And your purpose is that if they do accept your 
idea the law would have to be amended. 

Mr. Berman. Yes, sir; otherwise you would have the situation of 75 
broadcasting stations in the United States. 

Senator Porrer. You would have to develop some pretty stable 
steeplejacks. 

Mr. Berman. There was a time when a 1,500-foot tower would have 
been called fantastic. You can have it verified that there are any 
number of applications for towers of that height. The reason the 
nigh tower is now possible is that the suspension bridge principle 

; made use of, that is by a series of cables, a suspension bridge across 
the Golden Gate is an example of what we mean. If they ‘used the 
usual bridge procedure the girders would have to be 1,500 feet high 
and the steel alone would cost $1 billion. 

By using cables, according to this expert who had so much to do 
with the building of the Golden Gate Bridge, you could get the same 
result by using a 25-foot bridge, and the cost would be $50 billion. 
The economy of design where cables support vertical and horizontal 
members to prevent buckling, a 5,000-foot tower is feasible econom- 
ically. 

The writer has spent a year on calculations for very high towers, 
and has developed original designs for towers 1 mile in height which 
would be highly economical to erect, by using the cable design (fig. 
3) found to be economical for suspension bridges of over 1,500 feet 
in span. The TV or FM range of a mile-high tower for signals of 
sufficient magnetic intensity for large cities is about 85 miles, and 
the towers would be 200 miles apart and would control an area 
bounded by a circle 100 miles in radius. Between the 85-mile radius 
circle (figure 2) and the 100-mile circle there would be a 15-mile 
fringe area covered by the lower intermediate towers. A hundred 
mile radius circle covers an area of 30,000 square miles, and 100 tow- 
ers would cover an area of 3 million square miles, which is the area 
of the continental United States. Figure 2 illustrates the tower 
spacing and fringe area coverage. In all cases “directional” broad- 
cast antennas are used, with sharp coverage boundaries at which 
boundaries the magnetic intensity will drop sharply rather than fade 
gradually as with present antennas, so as to eliminate interference. 
The absence of interference will obviate the need of power limitations, 
now set at 1,000 kilowatts as a maximum for low towers and much 
less for higher towers or ground elevations. I had promised to take 
only 10 minutes. Now I have a drawing with me which I would like 
to submit. Figure 1 on that drawing shows the location of a group 
of stations. 

Senator Porrer. That drawing will be made a part of the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. Berman. Some of the results would be that the entire United 
States would be covered. 

The question came up, How about Indiana or how about Nebraska 
wr Kansas ¢ 
Senator Porrer. Or Michigan ? 
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Mr. Berman. Or Michigan. 

The entire United States can be covered by a series of 5,000-foot 
owers. Recently experiments were made with high level transmis 

ons by the Glenn Martin Co, and the West Co. 

The advantages of broadcasting from high altitudes have already 
been pointed out in connection with experiments in TV broadcasting 

om airplanes, Mechanical Engineering, April 1949. These partial 
dvantages will here be restated: 

A coast-to-coast network for regular TV and FM programs will 
provided, including news events direct from scene. 

2. Expanded TV coverage for millions of rural listeners who will 
be unable to receive TV programs for years, if ever, with conventional 
['V broadcast methods. 

3. A military communications system independent of ground con- 
litions—this cannot be as well realized by prescope. 

t. A network for communications systems within the HF range. 

5, A network system for transmitting TV programs simultaneously 
to audiences assembled in theaters and other public places. 

A TV network to meet military reconnaissance needs. 

The 75 main towers—1 mile high—would have antennas of all of 
the TV and FM licensees within a hundred-miles radius, somewhat 
as in the case of the Empire State Building multioperated TV and 
FM tower in New York City, except that antennas could be located 
at lower levels in addition to the 1-mile level, if desired. For a 
oast-to-coast network, the intermediate, relatively low towers would 
be used to relay programs to any or all of the adjoining main towers, 
using an UHF wave of high frequency for relaying purposes not 
assigned for program broadcasting. The relay distance between a 
main and intermediate tower would be about 115 miles—very low 
tower to be used for local relaying. Such relaying would be more 
ficient than with coaxial cable, which permits only a narrow band 
width to be transmitted, and is relatively costly to install and main 
tain. The entire Nation—city and rural areas alike—would have the 
advantage of magnetic intensities now required for principal cities 
ilone—that is, 5 millivolts per meter of antenna length in the case 
of channels 2 to 6, 7.07 millivolts per meter for channels 7 to 13 and 
10 millivolts per meter for UHF channels 14 to 83. Present power 
requirements, 1,000 kilowatts, will have to be increased somewhat as 
follows: Channels 2 to 6: Permit 1,000 kilowatts instead of the pres 
ent kilowatt limitation, to attain an intensity of 5 millivolts per meter 
85 miles from the transmitting tower; channels 7 to 13, now power 
changes; channels 14 to 83, present 1,000 kilowatts limitation to be 
increased to about 3,000 kilowatts—or whatever power would be re 
quired for a 10 millivolt per meter intensity 85 miles distant from 
a mile-high tower. 

Directivity requirements: At the 85-mile distance the intensity 
should drop sharply, rather than fade gradually as at present, to 
avoid interference; marginal areas between the 85-mile radius circles 
are serviced by directional antennas on the intermediate towers, as 
noted in figure 2; again, there must be a sharp drop in intensity at the 
houndaries of the directional beams. It is not believed a broadcast 
ing antenna to meet such specifications has as yet been developed, 
but it can probably be designed for the heights and distances indi- 

cated. Purely local broade: asting will be effected by relaying a pro 
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cram to a main tower, where it would be rebroadcast to the local 
area—very low tower to be used for local relaying. 

The suggested amendment to S. 3095 introduced by Hon. Edwin C 
Johnson, entitled “Regulation of Multiple Ownership of Televisior 
Broadcast Stations,” in order to permit centralized broadcasting is 
as follows: 


309 (a) (G). The term “broadcast station” as used in this section shall 
include, for an existing station, transmitting means from a regional centrally 


located source hereafter to be erected or used, and used exclusively or in com 
mon with other licensees, from which source essentially the same area of the 
existing station will be served after its present transmitter is abandoned and 
relo cated to anid central transmitting source. For a new licensee to operate from 
a regional centrally located transmitting source the covering area assigned shal 
not exceed that which may at present be served from a tower 1,500 feet above 
the elevation at or near the area at the point where the transmitting tower could 
have been located under regulations heretofore in force. 

It is respectfully suggested to this subcommittee that it make its 
own study of the possibility of centralized or regional TV and FM 
broadcasting, and that it ask for an appropriation therefor. Such a 
study would include tower locations, tower designs—structural—di- 
rectional antenna design for the purpose, public reaction, including 
inhabitants of farm areas, relaying and related subjects. It is sug- 
gested that the immediate preliminary appropriation be set at $25,000. 


Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Berman. Are there 
any questions 


The next witness will be Mr. Lou Poller. 


STATEMENT OF LOU POLLER, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER 
OF WCAN, MILWAUKEE 


Mr. Potter. I am president and general manager of WCAN, Mil- 
waukee. 

An editorial in Broadcasting magazine, May 3, 1954, starts off like 
this: 

Was the final television allocation bungled 2 years ago, and if so, what car 
be done about it? 

I will try to reconstruct, in retrospect, the metamorphosis of a UHF 
television station in Milwaukee, the 13th market in the United States, 
and thereby show that UHF has still been accepted as good competi- 
tive TV by over 300,000 people who invested more than $30 million 
so that they could get UHF, in a little over 6 months. 

The market was properly surveyed, the technical requirements were 
analyzed, planned, and well executed. Financial requirements were 
properly anticipated; a network affiliation with CBS helped provide 
good program nucleus. An experienced staff of technicians and per- 
formers assured consistently acceptable programing. The station not 
only operated profitably but reinvested its profits in improved facili- 
ties as soon as they become available. It is the kind of operation that 
any board of directors would be extremely happy with, and yet 
WCAN-TV is threatened with extinction exactly as if it might have 
ben conceived or operated poorly. The climate that been established 
for UHF will take the good with the bad. 

You, therefore, have a television station that was properly planned 
and executed, a station that served a definite public need and service, 
a station that was enthusiastic ally accepted by the public, and despite 
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ll this, is doomed for extinction—so that who might gain. The pub- 
c? Not possibly, since they would stand to lose their investment in 
UHF apparatus of over $30 million in Milwaukee alone. That por- 
on of the public not yet converted? Hardly, since they represent 

ess than one-third of the entire population of Milwaukee. Further- 

nore, when UHF was established, it was expected by those who estab- 
shed it that the public would be required to invest money for the 
dded service as they are now expected to invest huge sums if they 
ish to enjoy color. The individual would have to submerge his per- 
mal inconvenience for the good of the Nation. 
Who then becomes the benefactor and at whose expense? Some 
lividual applicants who sat by on the sidelines, not being very much 
terested in whether the public was the benefactor, until the time 
is ripe, the risk no longer present, and, in fact, the returns look so 
rative as to make bedfe llows, by means of mergers, of contestants 
ho made the most serious charges against each other just the pre- 
ous day. Some applicants were delayed by the ‘ ‘freeze”—that 1s 
1e—others were dilatory or conservative. Perhaps they felt that 
here would never be the courage required to adjust the present prob- 

m and they could therefore wait for the storm to haw over, 

I have spent the last 30 years of my life in most phases of the radio 
isiness. We acquired the Midwest Broade: salt Co., which owns 

WCAN, in June 1952. The station was then 5 years old and had 
own an operating deficit amounting to over $900,000 during the 
ear period. Less than 5 months after we acquired WCAN it no 

onger operated at a loss, and for the first time in its history was in 
e black. The TV freeze had been lifted and WCAN had filed 
pplication for channel 12, a VHF channel, for Milwaukee. 

Che final See made by the FCC for Milwaukee consisted of 
VHF channels, 4, 10, and 12: and 3 UHF channels. 19, 25, and 31. 
:annel 4 had been on the air since 1947, channel 10 was designated 
s an educational channel, and channel 12 had other applicants on it 
iddition to that of WCAN. 
The K¢ ©: had an processing line and a hearing procedure, t nd it 


vas generally concluded in Washington that this would result in a 
elay of 2 to 3 years before Milwaukee could anticipate additional 

elevision service. I made the most diligent survey possible of UHF 
vith manufacturers of equipment. I read and reread the sixth and 
final report of the FCC and made inquiry in Washington, concluding 
that UHF could bring service to Milwaukee almost at once, when it 
was so badly needed. We therefore amended our application for 
UHF. One of the largest equipment manufacturers accepted my 


order for a 50-kilowatt transmitter to be delivered by September 1953. 


think they did it in good faith. I later had great difficulty in ex- 
racting even a 1-kilowatt transmitter by August of 1953 from the 
same manufacturer. We were not alone in these conclusions. 

February 1953 we were granted a construction permit for channel 
25 for Milwaukee. We were very happy about it. We gave a lunch- 


eon to over 700 television distributors, dealers, and servicemen within 
a week after our announcement of Milwaukee’s second TV service. 


Experts were brought in to help these people understand UHF 


that they could properly represent what they sold and serviced in 


this new art. Over $50,000 was spent by WCAN in publicizing UHF 
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in Milwaukee from February through September. We had faith i: 
UHF and we still do. 

The tallest building in the center of Milwaukee, the Schroeder Hotel, 
a structure valued at $15 million agreed after 6 months of pe rsuasion 
to permit the tower to be erected on its roof at a cost to us in excess of 
$100,000. The best equipment available was installed in the studios 
and transmitter and 3 months were spent in training a crew of techni 
cians so that the operation would be smooth, efficient, and professional 
Superhuman effort was exerted in launching the new station in the 
most efficient manner. 

WCAN-TYV went on - air September 5, 1953, and from the very 
first day, and ever since, has been on the air from 7 a. m. in the morn 
ing to after midnight. This is very unlike the early days of VHF 
when programing was restricted to 3 or 4 hours daily, and the only 
competition, where there was any, came from other TV stations having 
equal power and facilities, and many of whom were insulated from 
any TV competition of any kind in many markets for almost 4 years 
WCAN-TV faced the competition of another UHF station at once, 
and from an ad lition: il source of an established VHF station, 7 years 
old with 8 networks from whom to choose their programs. Thi 
public is the benefactor when competition is keen. 

We joined CBS as an optional affiliate, which meant that we had t 
sell each and every program on our merits. We now carry almost 
JO percent of the network schedule. Our contract, of course, 1s subje { 
to a 6-month cancellation and althou oh, to the best of our knowledge, 
both the network and its clients are greatly pleased with the progress 
we have shown, the common question of the day is: “How long do you 
think CBS will stay with WCAN after a V comes to Milwaukee? 

The reasons for such comment are obvious. 

Less than a month after we were on the air, an application for ruk 
making was filed by the ng arst Corp. who own the morning newspa 
per and a radio station affiliated with CBS radio in Milwaukee. Twice 
befere such request had ne made before the FCC for the assignment 
of channel 6 to Milwaukee and twice before it had been denied by the 
FCC. This time the Hearst Corp. requested that channel 6 be assigned 
to White Fish Bay, a residential suburb only 5 miles from the heart 
of Milwaukee. It isa small village having a few blocks of retail estal 
lishments that could neither support nor desired a TV station of its 
own. In fact, White Fish Bay actually resented being used as a pawn 
and enacted legislation at once prohibiting any TV tower over 20 feet 
high inthecommunity. It was not expected nor is it required by regu- 
lation that the TV tower be erected in White Fish Bay. I merely state 
this point that White Fish Bay did not need nor want any additional 
TV service. Nevertheless, the rule was adopted and there are now 
three applicants for channel 6, White Fish Bay, Wis. 

In passing, let me say that before too long, 2 of the 3 applicants left 
little to the imagination and filed requests to be permitted to build the 
White Fish Bay studios and offices right in the heart of Milwaukee, 
the city where the FCC had twice before denied it, but not the third 
time. Now Milwaukee had seven stations allocated to it. 

Newspaper articles and architects’ renderings of the new channel 6 
station started to appear regularly early in December, with explana 
tions that as soon as approved, Milwaukee will have its second TV 
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tation that will not require any additional investment by the public 
UHF requires. In fact, one of the staff FCC attorneys argued 

ae the court of appeals here in Washington that it would not be 
*to mi 7g over 50 percent of the pub lie who had not yet converted 

to HF 1 1 Mi lwaukee 0 to the added expense. Tod: ay there is only 
out 30 ouareseit not yet converted. Hearings have been called for 
annel 6 and hearings have been in process a January for channe) 

) both for Milwaukee. This was current as of 8 days ago 

Three d: LVS ago the ap plie ants on channel 12 merged and they are 
ww eligib le. 

The pub lic is confused. The advertiser is confused. The stations 
re confused but I hope this Senate will not be contused after all the 
tsarein. WCAN-TYV is living proof that UHF is a fine service. 
In less than 4 months, and in the face of all the bad pub licity that 
HE faces generally, on the air WCAN-TV invested an ad litional 
50,000 for a higher power transmitter and placed an one te for color 
quipment and a 50-kilowatt transmitter as soon as it became avail 

ble. I suppose fools walk in where angels fear to tread. 

lhe station is operating profitably under extremely adverse co1 

ons, but its life span could be extremely short, not because of lack 
ot pl: annimng or exe cutis yn. not be cause ot lack of know-how. not because 

e public is lacking service, not because of ety ting that could have 
been avoided when WCAN-TYV decided to bring a much-needed service 

Milwaukee, but because for the first time we find that there are 
rst- and second-class citizenships in television in this country. Pe 
aps not by design, but there they are. 

May | repeat that WCAN-TYV has not sought economic guarant 
nor protection from competition, merely the truly competitive sys 
em that had been sought, planned, expected, promised, and really 

eeded—if the public is to be the benefactor. Yes; we went in with 
open eyes, an open mind, and with the same faith that we had reaso1 

anticipate, as so many more UHF stations had done but who are 
hesitating in great numbers lately. Given an even chance, this coun 
trv will still have a nationwide truly competitive system as a result 

UHF. The record is abundant and clear that UHF and VHF 

ve been mixed in the same markets based on certain Aiouins that 
never materialized as facts. I think they were honest mistakes. 

It is my opinion that if all of the television stations in Milwaukee 
were one class of service, with no legislated advantages for any one 
of the stations, that the present applicants—incidentally, there aré 
seven such applicants—that these applicants would have little or no 
interest since a fourth station in a city like Milwaukee would be a 
risky undertaking. Obviously, this is not 2 contest for another tele 
vision station, but rather for a network affiliation. 

Senator Porrer. Is it your contention that if you could retain your 
network affiliation that you would be in the same competitive position 
that you are in now? 

Mr. Potter. Without doubt, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. Your main concern is that if another VHF is 
granted to Milwaukee, you will lose your network affiliation and Bisie 
fore you would not have the program to be competitive ? 

Mr. Pouirr. Yes, sir. In fact, there was another UHF granted to 
an applicant who had long ago worked with one of the networks and 
the very day that we signed our application, he announced that he 
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had just received a grant and would like to talk about an affiliation. 
The call had been made from the west coast and the operator told him 
to deposit $3.10. When he was told that the application had been 
made and granted he said, “What do I do now?” 

He was told to ask for his $3.10 back. 

I doubt very much that the channel for which he applied in Mar- 
quette, Mich., could support his application. There are many pros- 
pectors, not only in uranium but in television. 

Should this happen, how would the public gain by merely trans- 
ferring the programs from channel 25 to another channel ? 

A story that has been repeated all over the country wherein a num- 
ber of applicants tear at each other’s throats one day, making strong 
charges against each other, but when the prize is made so lucrative, 
merge and become bed partners. Incompatibility is erased for a 
price. And I believe that the very able Senator from Rhode Island 
set the price as a very decent one the other day. It becomes a tem- 
porary expedient resulting in trafficking with the public’s facilities 
it premium prices. Such “quickie” grants are for personal gain and 
serve ho pub lic conveniences. 

I will not attempt to discuss the technical phases of UHF and VHF 
other than to say that the public has endorsed UHF in Milwaukee 
without reservation. Our coverage area at this time, utilizing only 
one-fourth or one ee of the power that will be available, is far be- 
yond the sphere of Milwaukee influence, socially or economically. 
The mere sear hi Bicak of programs over a wide area with little or no 
regard for local public service is contrary to the requirements set up 
by the C seemmanniouie ions Act. This is probably the only temporary 
advantage that can be claimed by VHF. I think that is one of the 
mos: important ones in television today. 

Senator Johnson held hearings on high- power radio and the testi- 
mony was very conclusive that a 50-watt station in a city like Phila- 
delphia, whi +h commercially claimed cover: age in Georgia, South Car- 
olina, and so forth, never once invited a minister or any other public 
servant from communities 10 and 15 miles from Philadelphia, and 
if the yardstick is public convenience and necessity, and not dollars 
and cents, they will not get it by 5,000-foot towers or 1 million watts. 
Kach community must be represented. 

We do our best in Milwaukee to give time to all views, whether we 
agree with them or not. They get time on the air. 

Senator Porrer. How far out do you go? 

Mr. Potier. Our signal is well received from 50 to 60 miles. I am 
sure that, insofar as the economics of the situation is concerned, if 
we broadcast in the direction of Chicago which, after all, is only 80 
miles away, we will not be drawing customers up to Milwaukee who 
are closer to Chicago. That is useless coverage. 

In other directions we go to Madison, which has its own stations. I 
do not have to tell you that we do not have to duplicate their programs 
but the local programs are of interest to the Milwaukee market. We 
cannot convince Madison Avenue that we can do as well for Procter 
& Gamble in the hinterlands, and if we cannot we will be wiped out. 

I know in Senator Hunt’s area the cities are not large and it is very 
difficult for every small community to have a station of its own. If 
they can put up a tower there to cover the entire State, I think it would 
be wise and economical and would pay, but in the northeastern part, 
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it is something else. In New York and in Rhode Island—and Sen 
Pastore raised this question so vividly the other day—there are 
and probably 4, stations losing money and are tenaciously holding 
and I think they give the Commissioa more trouble in trying to 
allocation plan. 
If they moved to other good communities, at some future date 
New York might have more than four stations that would not today 
» the difficulties they have and it would be profitable for them. 
Senator Porrer. Do you have any difficulty in the service being 
nto the set owners ¢ 
Mr. Potter. No. We fought awfully hard to get the servicemen to 
lerstand what good installations were. 
In fact, we spent about $12,000 of our own money installing con 
and we put them in the new sets in the homes of all the 
tisll Yr Ag mneles and some of the clvic leaders of the community 
fore we went on the air, because we knew that the “y were the bell 
vs of the community and we wanted to be sure that they saw us and 
I ure that is what started the programing. 
Senator Porrrer. Do you think your reception is as good VHF? 
Mr. Poturr. We think it is better. Some of the engineers will 
ll you that high power VHF has its disadvantages in the closeby 





s where you pick up signals that bounce off the wall and it just 
too much liquor. It is no good for you, whereas we do not hay 
ehosts or interference from diathermy. 
| respect the VHF station in Milwaukee. I know that the were 
rued when they went into high power al d I wish I, too, had a 


paper in wl ich I coul | be able to advertise to let the public kno 
t, as they did. 

They spent months telling the public how they had to overcome t] 
trouble 


[ will not point a convicting finger at any individual, mar 
rer, or governmental age1 cy. I have talked to Commissioners and 
nufacturers and they understand that I have done the best I could 
nder the circumstances. I ee ite eet jol ind I would 
ot trade places with any Commissioner at any salary. I don’t know 


how they stand the pressure. Next to a ‘@inbt: r. they are subjected 
to the most pressure. 

As the facts unfold it is obvious that the wrong road was chosen in 
ittempting to bring television to the entire country with the greatest 
expediency. Each of us traveled the same road; some of us recognized 
the dangers that lay ahead and protested. I think Commissioner 
Hennock pointed out. 

We are not trying to turn back, but we are seeking a crossroad that 
leads to a better television system for all of the people. I think we are 
now at that crossroad. We may not get another chance. 

A solution which will benefit all the people ultimate ly, which = 
remove the stigma of second-class citizenship from a segment of 
broadcasters and which will not transfer the hardship removed from 
one group to that of another group is now available at this crossroad. 
One class of television service means that the manufacturer can con 
centrate his research and produce a better product. The public is 
no longer confused or burdened with continuous change’ and loss of 
investment. The national advertiser is in a competitive market and 
there is room for expression by the local advertiser. And that is so 
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important. The local advertiser has been priced right out of the 
market in television. The ingenuity of management results in better 
programs for the public rather than the yardstick of public service 
being measured by a better channel or a more powerful transmitter. 
Chis, truly, becomes free enterprise. And Commissioner Lee has 
expressed that view. 

Such a single class of service is available only in the UHF band. 
The record is clear that there is not sufficient room in the VHF band 
for a nationwide television system. Intermixture has not worked out. 
Color is about to make its bid into the American home. The cross- 
road presents an opportunity for an orderly transition, even if : 
complished by stages. There are about 25 million television aha 3 in 
the country that will be retired from service, at least during the next 
5 years or sooner. These sets will normally be replaced both by color 
sets and by modern all-channel receivers. It is during this transition 
period that existing television stations can continue to render the 
existing service while the entire industry prepares to transfer to one 
class of television. Critical intermixed areas can be dealt with at 
once. 

The public therefore makes only voluntary investment in more 
modern equipment, the broadcaster amortizes his equipment at a 
normal rate, and the only possible inconvenience occurs to the appli- 

ant whose interest remains in having a technical advantage in a 
given market but would be reluctant to take his chances on even terms. 
[ntermixture looms as a threat that will stop the growth of television 
on a national scale and create a monopoly even if not by design. 

Senator Porrer. How? 

Mr. Portier. If they would immediately do what Colonel Roberts 
suggested and take some of the top seriously intermixed markets to 
whom the rest of the industry look for guidance and make them 
either all VHF or all UHF as an immediate remedy toward the 
iltimate step, while the public will buy the equipment, that will make 
the television set a complete television set, not one-sided, one-faced. 

By eliminating those problems from the network which run together 
more accounts, that will enable them to do more programing to start 
a little chain going. You my displace in some markets some people 
temporarily. The only people who would be displaced are the ones 
net yet in the business who are standing b vy waiting for this thing to 
get ripe. I will give as an example Milwaukee or St. Louis or Pitts- 
burgh, where you have one VHF station that for 5 or 6 or 7 years 
has been doing a good service and a good job. If you have 2 or 3 
UHF stations that are also doing a good job, if they were permitted 
mmediately to simulcast on UHF or VHF and no more, VHF’s 
would be permitted on the market, the public would go over to UHF. 

Senator Porrer. Would it be expensive? 

Mr. Potter. For the manufacturer? I told one of the owners of 
five stations yesterday that in 5 years’ time he mould amortize a 
$225,000 transmitter and replace it with a new one, and I think the 
public reports show that that is possible, and I think his reports showed 
that his station earned about $1 million gross each year and that 

$40,000 a year out’ of that $1 million amortized out of the tax money 
would certainly not be a great expense. He was not so sure. I said I 
will quickly change places with you and do it tomorrow. 

Senator Pasrore. And what was the answer? 
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Mr. Potter. He said that is a socialistic thing, taking $450,000 of 

e public investment in UHF investment and if they lay those 
ntennas from end to end, they would reach from coast to coast. That 

not socialistic, but taking $40,000 out of the profit might be socialist. 
| could not interpret it that way. He did. 

A Senator mentioned that inequities are piled on top of inequities. 
\fter taking the wrong road, we all had to justify the road signs. 

A very basic principle and practice during the formative years 
f radio, when you had a little 100-watt radio station on 1490 on 
he dial and your service to the community enabled you to improve 
he frequency power and you found you could go to 620 with 5.000 
vatts of power, you filed such an application, meanwhile continuing 
) give this service to the public on your present facility. Anyone 
lse had the same right to oppose your ap plication and enter into a 
ompetitive field. It might have dispossessed you, but that is the way 
that radio conditions improved. 

\ rulemaking procedure was adopted with respect to television, 
vhich prevents any station on the air from filing fer what might have 
een considered an improved facility unless that station suspended 
ervice which it was then rendering to the public in order to be eligible 
is an applicant to the same community. That station had to go off 
the air and deprive the public of all programs in order to be an 
ipplicant on another dhasiall 

Senator Porrer. Is this a Commission regulation ? 

Mr. Portier. Yes, sir; and has been strongly enforced. Some sta 
tions have gone off the air. The first was Roanoke. The intent was 
o that applicants would not straddle chanels and keep out competi 

on. But in actual practice it did not work out. Some of the big 
0,000-watt stations today started out with 100 watts. I think one of 
he reasons was that there were so many more channels or frequencies 
ivailable in radio. The channels that seemed to be important, the 

VHF, are so successful that the Commission had to do this in defense 
f getting a quick television service going in the country and prevent 
ng people from applying on one channel and stopping it and applying 
n another. 

If I wanted to become an applicant for one of the VHF channels, I 
would have to cease operating tomorrow and deny the public the 
service until it was ultimately decided who was the best applicant. 

Senator Porrrer. I wish you would be prepared to discuss this, Mr. 
Hyde. 

Mr. Hype. I am prepared right now. 

Senator Porrer. I would prefer you wait until the end of the hear 
ng. Will you mark that down as a question to discuss ? 

Mr. Hype. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Potier. The public therefore makes only voluntary investment 
n more modern equipment, the broadcaster amortizes his equipment at 
a normal rate, and the only possible inconvenience occurs to the appli 
ant whose interest remains in having a technical advantage in a given 
market but would be reluctant to take his chances on even terms. 
Intermixture looms as a threat that will stop the growth of television 
on a national scale and create a monopoly even if not by design. 

King Solomon tried to solve a serious problem and did so wisely. 
There were three principals involved ; a mother, a child, and a claimant. 
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We find three principals involved in this problem; the public, UHF, 
d VHF. Can it be solved without threatening to divide the child 
and give each claimant a half? Iam afraid not. It was tried with 
termixture. Ifthe infant is permitted to grow up normally, it would 
have a voice in the decision; if it lives to grow up. 
We have a serious ae Sree that did not confront King Solomon. 
We all agree that the child, or in this case the public, has to be pro- 
tected. The public inve aaa some $45 million in good faith and we 
cannot let them lose their money and their faith, for if they do, there 
will be great public reluctance to invest in color and in any other 


1! 
} 
il 


television development. When you take one sheep to slaughter, the 
entire flock flees in panic. 
It must and can be done in a manner-whereby the public voluntarily 


l es U tral tion, as I stated be ‘fore ; however, we cannot continus 
with the present rules, the present impossible climate established for 
VHF and ask the public to cooperate. An orderly plan on the me 


chanics for this solution will be proposed to this committee, later in 
the day 

Thus, we ] e be th the transparent and reflective sides of television 
mirror. U HF S prov + ing a real public service not otherwise avail- 
able to Mil ae and many other cities. It can be obliterated in a 
few mont] legisla tively : ind not through lack of public service, con 
venience, and necessity. TI ie intent of the Congress and the Federal 
Communications Commission was to create a nationwide truly com 
ve system and itcan be done. Weare entering a crucial period in 


i 
tory of our country. Communications, unhampered and un 


restricted by selfish interests, will insure strong American-type inde- 


pendent thinking. Controlled communications have been the parent 
of the dictatorships in the rest of the world. History records that we 
have always taken the high road and that has made America strong 
I have faith that we will take the right road now. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hunr. I think I have learned more from your statement 
with 1 efe rence to this situation than I have so far in these hearings 


Mr. Potter. Thank you very much, Senator Hunt. 

Senator Pasrorr. Are you familiar with the bill introduced by 
Senator Bricker ? 

Mr. Poitier. Yes, sir; the network regulation bill? 

Senator Pastore. Do you feel that would provide for the situation 
you talk about? 

Mr. Potter. To preface my remarks with being probably one of 
the strongest proponents of free enterprise, I love competition and a 
good fight and if that would include the term to equalize the services, 
and if that authority were given to the Commission to use with proper 
discretion, I think it is important. 

Senator Pastore. I feel that is in there. The Commission would 
have to use its power in justice and equity to all. 

One of the things you complained about is the fact that if the 
VHF comes in in Milwaukee, you may, at the expiration of your 
present contract, lose your contract with CBS, is that right or wrong? 

Mr. Potzer. But I do not think that could be changed by legisla- 
tion. I believe that the advertiser spends his dollar where he thinks 
it is best. If I had the choice between the four networks, I would 
certainly fight to get CBS or NBC, and conversely, if they have the 
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oice, the chain being no stronger than its weakest link, they will 

ce the strongest affiliate, but if the affiliates are equal technically, 

y will buy management. 

Senator Potrer. What do you think about Dr. Du Mont’s sugges- 
about dividing the jie hem ng among the stations in Milwaukee 

| Milwaukee would have 2 VHI'’s and 2 nays, and 2 major net- 

rks would supply half th programing on the UHF’s 

Mr. Potter. Dr. Du Mont’s o1 ginal proposition was beautiful. I 


k he should be commended as an individual for putting all that 


k into it. I am afraid his solutions were idealistic, theoretical 
ther th: un practi al. Dr. Du Mont, w ith the greatest respect I « 
ve a m, is very much like an architect who is in Wisconsin, Fran] 

l Wright, who is the father of modern architecture and is re- 
rred to by other architects as a theoretical architect. In practice, | 
mid, Dr. Du Mont’s plan would never work out. You simply 

ot leg islate competition. You must give it a climate in which to 


rate. T hen it becomes simple LO operate, 
} the pre sent plan, to give a rash example, l could take a 
on or an imbecile and give him channel 2 in Chicago with 100,000 
vatts of power and he wouldn’t know what to do with the money he 
uld make. He could stay in Florida or Hawaii all year round. 

However, if I took the most intelligent man in the business and gave 

m channel 25 in Chicago, the most astute operator, under those 

reumstances and under t the present system, he will die. The public 
loesn’t get the benefit of the human element here. It is strictly a 
rechanical element. 

Senator PoTTer. I assume you advocate a freeze on the VHF 
orants ¢ 

Mr. Pouurr. I call it a hiatus or a chill, because I would pe rsonally 
lread the thought of another 3- or 314-ye: a” freeze. 

In the investigations we al made, I think they are back in 90 
Lys with the kind of a solution acce pt le to the people. I do not 
believe in isolating. As much as I love it, I think I would grow fat 
nd lazy. That is, if 1 were given a monopoly to operate and I do 
ot like it. 

Senator Pasrore. Is your statement to allow the VHF to broadcast 
n UHF and stop further licensing in VHF and ultimately they would 
ill be on the same level of UHF ? 

Mr. Potter. Precisely. They will gravitate there by the normal 
process of free enterprise, but if you do not stop it now, you will com 
pound the inequity upon inequity. 

eee Pastore. In order to promote this nationwide competition 

1 UHF, you are satisfied if you do not need as tremendous power, 
vou feel that seems to be an obstacle ? 

Mr. POLLER. Except on a Case by -case basis, I hope, and except that 
is Senator Hunt mentioned and that map on the easel there clearly 
demonstrates where you could put your high power, it is unrealistic to 
expect a community ‘of 2,000 or 3,000 to afford such a high power sta 
tion. 

Senator Pasrore. There is no reason why the station in Boston 


should reach Providence. 


Mr. Potier. Certainly not. 
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Senator Pasrorr. And if people in Providence want more of th: 
outlets, they should have more of their own and not rely on a relay 
from Boston. . , 

Mr. Poitier. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. And that is the reason why Providence has only 
one station ? 

Mr. Potter. Yes, sir. They should have the ability to have thei: 
own expression. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a coverage map which shows the Milwaukee 
station is now rendering service to the State of Michigan. If the 
Senator has difficulty getting time on a few of the stations in Michi 
gan we, in Milwaukee, can span the lake. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrrne. No, except that I am very encouraged, coming 
from Nebraska. We have no television at the present time. It looks 
like there might be a field. 

Mr. Potter. I certainly think that the Midwest ought to have un- 
restricted power if it will not interfere with somebody else’s elec 
tricity. 

I am an easterner and have moved to the West and in 1 year I have 
been accused of being a Wisconsin liberal in the year that I have been 
there. 

I am proud of the fact that these people who are so far removed 
from the coast, where so much of the activity is, manage to keep their 
fingers on it pretty well. They have a natural ability, a farmer’s 
ability to reason these problems out and get to the core pretty fast 
without the hogwash that goes with it. 

I think they are entitled to the same programs that you get in a big 
city. 

Senator Bowrtne. We are willing to wait a little while, but not 
forever. 

Mr. Potter. Thank you, Senators. 

Senator Porrer. You made an excellent statement, Mr. Poller, and I 
thank you for the statement. 

Senator Hunt. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Potter. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Hunr. I wish you would explain for my benefit why the 
need of the very high towers when we can, as we are now out in my 
country, every 30 miles, put up what IT presume you call a booster 
station, which we put on top of a peak every 30 miles, some sort of 
electronic equipment that receives and transmits the signal, so that 
we are getting, as I say, at the present time, television in Casper, Wyo.., 
although I don’t know where it originates. 

Mr. Potter. It is economic, Senator. Where it is cheaper to bring 
it by the community pipeline system, they do it that way. 

We don’t know enough about boosters and satellites now. They are 
being developed. 

Where it will be more economical to do it by booster and satellites, 
they have indicated they will do it that way. 

Commissioner Hennock was at a meeting I attended of RETMA, 
where they explored boosters and satellites, and I know the thinking 
of the Commission is to give them a free hand, as much as possible, 
within the limits of electrical service, to expand that service; but 
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here a high tower, tall tower will do it more economically, they will 

se that. 

I don’t think we should have a definite rule for one or the other. 1] 

lon’t think our rules ought to be that hard and fast. 

The people come first. 

I mentioned here, we spend $50,000 in trying to educate the people 

UHF. 

I, personally, made hundreds of talks, wherever I could get a dozen 
neople together, at schools, fraternal organizations, and so on. I 
talked on UHF, and I always prefaced my remarks with this fact: 

You people have been told time and again that if you don’t like your Govern 
ment, it is your fault if you don’t vote. You have that right, and I am going 
to tell you something. I am getting the privilege now of becoming a fat cat, of 
iving quite well, using your facilities. They belong to you. If you don’t come 
in and tell us what you want us to do; if you don’t make yourself heard as to 
what you like and what you don’t like, you deserve all of the programs that you 
think are bad. 

I think the public ought to be given that preference, and that au 
thority rests with the Commission, and should if they would exercise 
t properly, if the Congress told them what their intentions were. 

If you put an overall ceiling on power in order to protect: what 
Senator Pastore pointed out, the congested area of one area, that is 
not applicable in this country to another area. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, it should be patterned to fit the 
needs of the people rather than to have a rigid pattern ? 

Mr. Potter. Rigid pattern; yes. 

Senator Porrrer. I would assume, in certain areas—I am thinking 
now of northern Michigan, where we have a lot of small communi 
ties—probably the answer would be booster stations or satellite sta 
tions. 

Mr. Poitier. Or directional antennas, as they are talking about now. 

There is going to be a lot of progress made. 

In the RETMA presentation yesterday I think the temperature 
chart of the patient appeared beautifully, and if the Senators will 
remember to look at that—around December was the high peak of 
the growth of UHF, and you will notice each month up to December 
the percentage of UHF stations in the country got greater. Then 
something started happening, and it starts falling down to where 
their inventories are great now and their sales are small. 

That is something that has happened as a result of the climate 
which has been established in the country for UHF generally. The 
heep are fleeing in panic; and if that continues—as Colonel Roberts 
said, it is geometrically worse, not arithmetically. 

Senator Hunr. I want to ask one other question: Do you know 
any way we can stop this practice of two applicants being very 
greatly interested in one channel, and then the night before the award 
is to be made they make a deal? 

Now, I am not saying it is a dishonest deal at all. It is just sharp 
business, but I don’t think it is in the public interest. 

Do you know any way we can stop that? 

Mr. Potter. The chairman interrupted before to make that point 
very strongly, and I said it would be covered later. 

Under the present rules and under the present demands of the 
representatives of the people to give television economically, I don’t 
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believe they close their eyes to it; but they do that which is most 
expeditious for the people. However, in retrospect, if you look today, 
those people who have emerged in most cases—as soon as the storm 
blows over, they sell out their interests and one remains. 

In fact, there is another type of a drop a9 I believe it is called 
the Shreveport doctrine, in which, say, 3 or 4 applicants decide that 
one will build a station and operate it immediately, while the rest of 
them go through the long, drawn-out maneuvers of a hearing, and 
then whoever ultimately is the successful applicant—he will then get 
the pl Pe SERA, 

When you are talking about three-, four-, five-million-dollar 
prizes~and they are prizes—it is strange how quic kly the curve lines 
traighten out. What appears to be a straight line is really an im 


proper ne, 


Now, I can take, without discussing the names, the applicants right 
now in Milwaukee. I was part of that. I was drawn in and accused 
of fostering one of the applicants. There were three. I was accused 


of fostering the fourth one. The issues that developed promised to 
show that one of the applicants conducted a bawdy house. Now, that 
ipplicant has been merged in with the other three. I am no longer 
accused of fostering them since they have merged. They have 
agreed. Any of the charges they had made against each other— 
they lisa} pear now, Where they, individually, 3 of them, may not 
have been qualified—only 1 could be qualified—suddenly all 4 emerge, 
becoming qualified. 

Senator Porrer. Does this type of thing happen: You mention 
these grants amount to four, five million dollars in certain cases. 

Mr. Potuer. Oh, easily. 

Senator Porrer. Isn’t it true a lot of people file for a grant, hoping 
to be bought off, hoping to get somebody 

Mr. Porter. I think the record shows in Providence, R. I., the price 
pe uid was $225.000 or $235.000. 

They find new w ays of doing it now. 

The Commission, I am sure, does not look with favor on any of these 
pi ayotfs. So, they don’t make payoffs any more because they know the 
Commission will stop them dead in their tracks. So, they give them 
options to buy in. Then, at a future date, they either buy those options 
back or let them come in for a little while and they pay them off. 

All of these inequities are brought about by the fact there is a dis 
parity between the two services, and there is a chance here to evintihi- 
late somebody and get that bounty. 

Mr. Roserts. The question was: What to do about it; what can the 
committee do about it? 

Mr. Porter. The final answer to what Senator Hunt said is: If the 
Senate adopted a committee resolution, instructing the Commission as 
to what they think this thing ought to be, I am certain that would take 
a load off the Commission, to where they would know what direction 
you want them to go in. 

One of the most important things that has not been brought out here 
is the fact that, with all those pretty lights on there, I doubt there is 
a community in the country today, of any major size, where there is 


no television service, so that this hiatus, this chill, does nothing to the 
public. 
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Some individuals may see a $3 million bill fly out the window they 
wight they had in their hand, but the public does not get hurt. They 
e getting service; and, if they were not, I would be the first one 
say no chill should prevent the granting of service to a community 
hat doesn’t have it. 
Senator Porrer. That doesn’t have service. 
\ny other questions ‘ 
Thank you for your statement. 
lhe next witness will be Mr. Garrison, Jack Garrison, Station 
KACY of St. Louis. 
Mr. Garrison, we are happy to have you present your statement. 


STATEMENT OF JACK G. GARRISON, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF THE OZARK TELEVISION CORP. 


Mr. Garrison. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Jack 
Garrison. I am president and general manager of the Ozark Tele- 

sion Corp., holders of a construction permit for—until recently 
operators of—KACY-TYV, channel 14, licensed for Festus, Mo. | 
have worked in all phases of radio and television for a period of 20 
ears, excepting 4 years’ infantry service in World War II. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I*would like to depart just a moment 
from my prepared text, because I have done something rather irreg 
lar. When we found we were going to be extended the courtesy 

appearing before this committee, we prepared in our hometown 
| statement. The statement was prepared along the issues that we 
vere interested in as a station and was done to the best of our ability. 
When I got up here and began to listen to the testimony, it appeared 
to me we were not rendering the service with reference to informa 
tion that we possibly could render for the committee. So, I stayed 
ip all night and worked up another statement. If I may, I would like 
to put in evidence the feelings of the corporation in the previous 
statement, and I would like to differentiate between these two state- 
ments. The first one is the statement of the corporation as authorized 
by the board of directors. This, for reasons developed in the state- 
ment, is a personal statement. 
Senator Porrrr. This statement here is the one that was the original 
atement; is that correct? 
Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrer. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JACK G. GARRISON, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, OZARK 
TELEVISION Corp. 


KACY-TV.—Ozark Television Corp. is the owner and operator of television 
station KACY-TV, channel 14, Festus, Mo., serving the St. Louis market. The 
ompany was granted a construction permit on December 31, 1952, commenced 
commercial operation on November 25, 1953, temporarily suspended operation 
on April 2, 1954, and is now seeking reorganization in the St. Louis United States 
District Court. 

48550—54 
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ST. LOUIS MARKET CONDITIONS 





Operative commercial stations: 
KSD-TV (channel 5), since February 1947 


KSTM-TV (channel 36), since October 1953. 
WTVI-TYV (channel 54), since August 1953. 
KACY-TV (channel 14), since November 1953. 
Additional commercial stations oncoming: 
KWK-TYV (channel 4), granted April 1954. 
KFUO-TYV (channel 30), granted January 1953; (channel 11), in hearing 
WIL-—TYV (channel 42), granted January 1953; (channel 48), not applied f¢ 
Networks,—All four networks furnish programs in the market. KSD-—TV as 


he only operating VHF station in the market has a primary affiliation with 
NBc, and a secondary affiliation with CBS. KSTM-—TV has a primary affili: 
tion with ABC, and WTVI has a primary affiliation with Du Mont and ar 


arrangement with CBS for programs not carried by KSD-TV. KSD-TV als 
selects and shows certain ABC top programs. KACY-TV has never been suc 
cessful in obtaining any kind of affiliation with any network, and in fact has 
pever been able to obtain a single network show. 

CBS seeks channel 11 in the market and if this grant is made it would most 
likely result in the following eventual affiliation line-up: CBS, channel 11; NB¢ 
channel 5; ABC and Du Mont, channel 4. 

Financial status.—KSD-TYV, owned and operated by the Pulitzer Publishing Co 
grossed an amount in excess of $5 million in 1953, according to the magazine 
relevision Age, and a conservative estimate of the net income for this period 
for KSD-—TV would be at least $3,500,000. 

KACY-TV suffered an operating loss of $307,188.49 from July 1, 1953, t 
March 31, 1954. It is believed that KSTM~—TV and WTVI-TY are still operating 


at a loss, and that the total operating losses of the three UHF stations in the 
market exceeds $1 million 
Nt. Louis’ investment in UHI According to figures compiled by Mr. Vincent 
J. Lutz, president of the Association of Television Service Cos. of Greater St 
Louis, Inc., which have been furnished to Senator Potter, the people of St 
Louis have the following investment in UHF in this market: 
UHE converters, new sets, etc $15, 000, 000 
UHE dealer stocks 7. 500, 000 
UHF station investments 2 500, 000 
Total St. Louis investment in UHF 25, 000, 000 


We believe these figures to be conservative, and we further note that even 
more important than this huge potential money loss to the people of St. Louis 
in the event that UHF fails, is the potential loss to the area of adequate local 
coverage and programing and selectivity of programing. 

UHF potential—wUnless Congress and the Federal Communications Commis 
sion take immediate and drastic steps in recognition of the chaotic condition of 
UHF television, within 4 months there will be no UHF stations operating in the 
St. Louis market, and with no hope that UHF ever could be revived in this 
market 

On the other hand the UHF stations in the market have proved that UHF 
potentially had public acceptance as an equal to VHF, as conversions in the 
market were proceeding satisfactorily until KACY-TV was forced to suspend 
operation, and the Federal Communications Commission granted a VHF permit 
on channel 4 in St. Louis. If the UHF stations in St. Louis had been able to 
obtain network programing of the caliber enjoyed by KSD-TYV, today they too 
could be in the financial state of grace similar to that enjoyed by KSD-TV. 

The solutions to the problems of UHF are difficult and require the courage and 
foresight of those who would solve them, but it is not an impossible task, and 
once performed, will inure to the benefit of the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity 


THE IMMEDIATE REQUIREMENT 


The complexities of the UHF problem, its effect upon television broadcasters, 
networks, manufacturers, advertising agents, sponsors, dealers, and most im 
portantly the public, the considerations in arriving at an integrated and final 
plan, and the necessary immediacy of relief by UHF operators, permits onl) 
one conclusion. The Federal Communications Commission should immediately 
issue a freeze order effective upon all applicants and all holders of construction 
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nits who have not yet requested authority to conduct equipment tests, until 
time as the Congress and the Federal Communications Commission can 
ly the problem and resolve an integrated plan 
e proposal for freeze and study is drastic and undoubtedly will be met 
he hue and ery of those, primarly VHF applicants and grantees, whose 
ests are selfish and in disregard of the public interest But it is axiomatic 
UHF stations now going off the air or headed in that direction can only 
eeded along the road to failure by the event of additional stations coming 
the air in their market until such time as UHF problems are solved, and 
further noted that the UHF operators face not only the risk of their 


estments but their operating losses already suffered. Their financial con 
\ ations are the greater, even ignoring the necessities of the public interest 
Wi 
ili SPECIFIC REMEDIAL PROPOSALS 
d 
ais 8) ersh p rute of “Five and Tio and One-half.” Ozark Television Corp., 
su ee of KACY-TY, has made a continual effort to elicit interest in a change 
hi F* al Communications Commission ownership regulation that would make 
ssible for nultiple-station owner to own 5 VHF stations and a total of 
most 0 percent of 5 VHF stations. The plan offers many advantages 
N Bt . Immediately revitalize UHF on a national basis and mitigate to the 
atest possible extent all of the factors presently hamstringing the majority 
r Us UHF station operations 
zine », Could be immediately effected by the Commission under existing powers 
riod ;. Would cause the minimum dislocation within the industry 
The proposal as originally transmitted to the Chairman of the Commission 
>», 1 the Commissioners, and the Potter committee is attached hereto as exhibit A. 
iting rcegulation of networks.—The solution of many of UHF’s problems are de 
the dent upon strict regulation of networks, beginning with a clear definition 
i network. Some plan must be adopted whereby no station can carry more 
cen n 1 network in a market with 4 or more stations In markets of 3 stations, 
r St tion may be allowed to carry 2 networks, and in 2-station markets each 
>) tation may carry 2 networks. In single-station markets the operator has no 
problem 
O00 s plan should be implemented by the prohibition of delayed broadcasts 
"000 inescope programs unless the live broadcast has first heen offered to othe 
"aM ons for live broadcast with advance notification of the availability of such 
grams required 
o00 In order for this plan to be effective and to prevent networks from acquirin 
ugh competitive negotiation, an affiliation contract detrimental to the li 
even ed station, the Federal Communications Commission should require stand 
ouis lization of all affiliation contracts and all such contracts should be made a 
oca tter of public record 
There are undoubtedly many other phases to network regulation which the 
mil Federal Communications Commission should incorporate on the basis of natior 


n of ide experience 


| the Reserve subsidy \ Department of Defense research grant or contract for 
this further experimentation and development of ultrahigh frequency transmission 
| receiving tube should be made 
JHF lo a considerable extent, the present status of television is built on research 
the ind manufacturing procedures developed as a part of the national-defense 
vend effort during World War Il 
rmit The company is of the opinion that many of the difficulties experienced in 
e to UHF operations is due to a general slowing down of electronic research since 
tor he end of the war 
Certainly the tubes for UHF transmission and reception called for in the 
and Federal Communications Commission's sixth report have not vet seen the light 
and f day. 
and In this electronic age the frequencies presently used by television both UHF 


nd VHF are of increasing importance and interest to all branches of the defense 
stablished with particular emphasis on the Air Force and the Navy 








Present status of guided-missile development available to public knowledge 
ers s such that there is every indication that in event of future war the utilization 
im : f{ some portion of the television frequency spectrum for the national defense 
ina vould bo mandatory 
mi] Research that would advance the development of high power UHF trans 
tely hission tubes and all channel reception tubes would be an outstanding contri 





ition to the defense effort 
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It is respectfully submitted that a coordinated effort by the Federal Com 
munications Commission and the Department of Defense could accomplish the 
researth objective within the framework of existing legislation. Certainly, last 
ing good would result for a billion dollar industry, for the national defense, and 
the welfare of the public. 

Industry estimates as to the cost of completing the development of high 
power UHF transmission tubes and all-purpose receiving tubes that would 
utilize the UHF spectrum to its fullest extent is $38 million. 

l’rivate industry has been unwilling to dedicate the facilities, time. effort. and 
Inoney to accomplish this due to the uncertainty of the attitude of the Commis 
sion, industry, advertisers, and public to UHF television. 

Standardization of color receivers.—Inasmuch as color telecasts are now being 
made daily and color output predications estimate 50,000 color sets this year, 
UHEF television and the public are confronted with another grave problem, which 
requires a prompt solution. Therefore, the Federal Communications Commis 
sion should immediately take regulatory steps to require that all manufacturers 
produce only those color sets that include all channel tuners 


CONCLUSIONS 


The foregoing references that have been respectfully placed before the com 

mittee for consideration are not presented with the idea of accomplishing any 
all-inclusive panacea that will afford a guaranty of financial return for a UHF 
television broadcaster. With any degree of equality of opportunity there will 
always be operations that are in varying degrees either financially good or bad 
irectly predicated on the ability of the operators. However, such is not the 
case in television in America today. Under the present rules of the game and 
the manner in which they are interpreted and enforced, the UHF operator has 
‘hbsolutely no opportunity for survival. Operators, industry, and the publi: 
have lost approximately $500 million, and there cannot be a national television 
system in the United States. 
‘In a mixed market, it costs at least as much to operate a UHF station as it 
does a VHF station. Unless the UHF station has a breathing spell while a 
consideration of the foregoing is undertaken it will be completely impossible 
for the overwhelming majority of UHF stations to survive 


EXHIBIT A 
JANUARY 29, 1954 


Re recommendations concerning the proposed rule of “Five and Two” Docket 
No. 10822, amendment of section 3.636 multiple-station ownership 


Hon. Rose. Hype, 
Chairman. Federal Communications Commission, 


Washington, D. C 
Dear Mr. Hype: We, as the operators of UHF channel 14, Festus, Mo., serving 


the ninth market of St. Louis, feel that we have a vital economic interest in the 
Commission's decision in the above proposal 

In relationship to the present ownership regulations, we support the rule of 
5 and 2 but we offer for your serious consideration, a rule of 5 and 2% 

Our proposal of 5 and 2% would permit ownership in a maximum number of 
10 television stations; partial or total ownership in a VHF station or mor 
than 50 percent ownership in a UHF station to count as 1 against the 3, and 50 
percent or less ownership in a UHF station to count as one-half against the 
“4. Thus a single owner could own 5 VHF stations and 50 percent or less i! 
5 UHF stations, or for further example, 3 VHF and 2 UHF stations, and 50 
percent or less ownership in 5 UHF stations, etc ' 
' Tt is our considered opinion based upon operating experience, that UHI 
television desperately needs every possible subsidy and protection that the 
Commission and the Congress cat provide. Certainly this is support by an ex 
amination of the Commission's survey of postfreeze television stations of 
December 30, 1953, wherein the economic prospects of the UHF stations 
ered were not bright, even thouch only 2 of 41 under consideration were lo« 
in mixed markets where prefreeze VHF stations were in operation 

One very palatable method of subsidizing UHF stations is to entice 
networks or multiple-station operators to adopt the UHF “infant.” This « 
be done in the foreseeaMe future only on the basis of the ownership incent 
but should be done without devouring UHF stations operators who are pionet 
e field. Thus, the 5 and 2 rule in practical parlance, means that eac! 
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york or liultiple station operator may acquire 2 UHF stations in the United 
States and it is obvious that this will be on a full ownership basis. We propose 
it ownership limitations be expanded to make possible the acquisition of 
1) percent or less of 5 UHF stations in the United States so that solid support 
ehind UHF, both financial and programing, may go into 5 different markets 
ther than only 2, and yet permit individual (and generally local) ownership 
half of the UHF stations in the market. Thus in mixed markets, all UHI 
itions in the market, both network and independent, will be immediately 
ssisted by the impetus of conversion to UHF reception 
Furthermore, without detailing well-know facts, once the networks and 
iltiple station operators acquire sufficient UHF interests, their influence over 
ision transmitter and receiver manufacturers can only result in better 
HF transmitters and better UHF receivers all in the public interest. 
In regard to this, reference is made to Codel’s Television Digest—pages 3, 4, 
id 5, issue of January 24, pertaining to the present inadequacy of receiving and 
insmitting equipment as originally called for in the Commission's sixth report 
he million watt UHF transmitter is still a gleam in the designer's eye \ 
Hk tuner compurable to the perfected VHF tuner is yet to hit the market 
ie rumors concerning the existence of such a tuner in the laboratories of two 
the major manufacturers, do not have sufficient substance to provide the 
perating climate for a multimillion dollar industry without immediate, extra 
rdinary assistance. 
Chere is another even more important consideration—the matter of national 
d regional advertising support. Dne to the tremendous expenses involved in 
en the minimum television operation in the public interest, convenience and 
ssity, an appreciable degree of national advertising revenue is an absolute 
ecessity. The majority of national television advertising is purchased through 
itional agency offices in New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles. There is not 
single UHLF television station operating in the three aforementioned cities 
that agency account executives and metlia departments do not have personal 
xperience in the matter of UHF, they lean on the networks for information 
nd the networks who are without operating experience in this form of trans 
ission, are not in a position to provide it. This is not to imply anything sinister 
rather something thoroughly human Due to the manner in which the 
\inerican system of broadcasting and telecasting has developed, the average 
vency buyer of national or regional telecasting time tends to lean heavily on 
twork practices and experience as a standard of acceptance 
With reference to UHF, an agency inquiry to a network official quite often 
results in a comparison of misinformation, generally adding up to a complete 
idemnation of UHF. The undersigned actually had an experience with one 
i1ajor advertising agency where the New York office was using a UHF article 
a 2-year-old copy of a magazine-stand science publication as a yardstick for 
purchasing television time on UHF stations. As they say, “the agency has no 
means of evaluation.” Thus, it is contended that network and/or multiple 
operator ownership of UHF stations would immediately broaden the base of 
perating knowledge and increase national and regional advertising revenues for 
stations. This is true because adequate information about one station in a 
market must necessarily be accompanied by information about all stations 
‘he third consideration is a thoroughly practical one for all UHF station 
perators, and particularly those in mixed markets. Most of us believe that 
e entered the game under one set of rules and that after we were committed 
he rules were changed. The reference is to the expedited processing procedures 
nd policy changes that have proven conducive to accelerating the granting of 
VHF licenses to an extent that in many markets they are appearing on the air at 
east a year earlier than originally anticipated. Appreciation of the “practical” 
necessity of some of these processing and policy changes does not alleviate the 
atastrophic results they bring about. It is respectfully suggested that the 
»and 2144" rule as herein proposed would make it possible to insure a national 
elevision system through the further development of the UHF telecasting art, 
nd at the same time satisfy other interests through expediting the granting of 
VHF licenses without bringing financial ruin to the former 
Without wishing to quarre! with a recent letter written by Senator Johnson 
pposing the “5 and 2” rule, and mindful of the fact that our proposed “5 and 214” 
rule might further extend the breach between the viewpoints of the Senator and 
the Commission on ownership, and being further mindful of the Senator’s an 
sunced support of UHF television, we believe the Senator’s position on owner- 
hip does not meet the facts or answer the survival problems confronting UHF 
operators. First, on theoretical grounds, an increase of maximum individual] 
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ownership from 5 stations to 7 or even 10, does not reflect a trend toward networ] 
or single entity monopoly or denial of “public rights” by virtue of additiona 
ownership by admittedly vested television interests, because if a network was 
properly permitted to own 5 stations out of 400 channels on the old VHF assign 
ment table (1.25 percent) then network ownership of 10 stations out of 2,05; 
channels on the new combined VHF-UHF assignment table (0.5 percent) 
evel more propel Second, if UNF television is to survive in large mixes 
markets, it must have the support of continued network programing on one or 
more stations in order to get the public to convert to an extent sufficient to make 
UHF competitive with VHF in the market 

In that the undersigned worked for a period of 6 years to bring his station into 
being and organized it entirely with money from nonindustry investors, ther: 
is little room for a claim that this writing speaks for monopoly. The under 
signed herewith states that he is not now negotiating nor has he in the pasi 
entered into negotiations with a network or multiple-station owner for a sale 
of all or part of his facility 

With reference to fear and concern of Senator Johnson and others concerning 
monopoly, it is respectfully suggested that it is extremely difficult to legislate 
against evil. May it be further said that a too stringent effort to avoid any 
coherent expansion of UHF telecasting because of fear of monopoly might well 
result in no possibility of monopoly due to the fact that no UHF stations were 
operating. It is suggested that a vigilant Commission such as the present one 
properly financed by the Congress, will at all times be able to properly police 
station operation 

As a result of considered judgment, the following results would be anticipated 
from Commission adoption of a rule of “5 and 24.” 

1. Immediate acceleration of improved transmitter and receiver design, manu 
facturing and marketing. It would and could bridge the receiver marketing gap 
until color receivers are perfected and ready for general use 

2. Immediate acceleration of national and regional spot advertising for all 
UHF stations, both network and independent. 

3. Bring into full realization the Commission’s desire for a truly national 
television system. 

4. Immediately accelerate set conversions and net set purchases in mixed mar 
kets, so that all stations, networks and independents, could do a better job. 

5. Make possible continued acceleration of VHF grants without destroying 
those with faith, vision, and foresight who followed the FCC’s provisions and 
attempted to operate licensed UHF stations. 

6. Bring new money into 20 to 25 UHF stations at a time when it is badly 
needed 

7. Generally raise the standards of all UHF television stations. 

The undersigned and his associates have full faith in the future of telecasting 
at the UHF end of the spectrum either as an independent or network station, and 
are convinced that under Commission guidance and encouragement there is at 
the very least a strong possibility that within the next decade of this electronic 
age all the blessings of television may come to us over what is now called UHF 
But that is of the future, and the problems are immediate 

We do not speak loosely or tritely, and we speak only for ourselves and with 
recognition of the public interest. This week we commenced our third month of 
commercial operation on channel 14 in the Ninth Market of St. Louis during 
which 2-month period our operating loss added up to a considerable sum of money 
During this period we have been the most powerful UHF station in America 
operating on the most favorable UHF channel—from the highest tower in the 
market 

In conclusion, we support the rule of “5 and 2” over the present rule of 5, but 
believe that it should be extended to a rule of “5 and 244”. And whatever the 
conclusion of your Commission may be, we ask in the interests of UHF and our 
selves that it be decided rapidly and clearly 

Very truly yours, 
OZARK TELEVISION COoRP., 
. Jack G. Garrison, President 


Mr. Garrison. Forty-nine days ago my station suspended service 
to the 2 million people in the Greater St. Louis metropolitan area. 
It was at that time the most powerful UHF station in America, operat 
ing from the highest tower in the market. with the largest and most 
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plete studios in the market, staffed by a group of the most thor 
wh ly experienced television people in the Middle West. 

Mas I note here that I have made available to the committee as 
chibit A a bound presentation of photographs of the installation and 
ome of the local programs with which we served the market 

I] have an express purpose In making this exhibit. Lo begin with, 

rhaps beyond all bounds of objectivity, LT am very proud of the 
tation it represents, Then there’s something else the plant pie 

red there was constructed in just 44 days, from a cow pasture to a 
ynpleted operating facility, the most powerful UHF station in the 
Nation, in 44 days, which we think is something of a record. We 
ere able to do it. becnuse we knew our business and because we had 
plendid assistance and guidance from the General Electric Co. 

We then tested our facility for 30 days, during which time we 

ised to be electronically measured the area covered by the station’s 
television signal. It extended well over a 50-mile radius and offered 
ervice aS a potential to some 2 million people. 

On November 25, 1953, we opened the station commercially. On 
April 2, 1954. we ceased operating the station, after an operating loss 

‘excess of a quarter of a million dollars. 

We built the station, we opened it, and we closed it. 

In deference to the committee, I have tried to condense tens of 
thousands of man-hours of work and several hundred thousand stock 
holder dollars into a few hundred words. 

The foregoing condensation leaves two questions: “Why,” as Sen 
itor Hunt asked the other day, “if this thing is so bad, did you get 
nto it in the first place?” and, parenthetically, “After you got into 
t.W hy did you have to suspend i? 

Well, the question, How did we get into UHF ¢ 

Here is how it happened: Shortly before the end of the freeze we 
had discussions with two members of the Federal Communications 
Commission. We saw them on separate occasions. The upcoming 

xth report was discussed at length. It was their opinion that VHF 
offered the best opportunity for an early start in television and that 
ve would have from 2 to 3 years to est: ablish UHF in our area before 

there would be additional VHF competition. 

We spent additional months in surveying the market, figuring con 
struction and operating costs, potential revenue, operational plan, and 
~ forth. We decided to apply for a UHF license. The decision Was 
based on the following: 

That the St. Louis market presented in excellent UHF potential, 
due to the fact that there was only | VHF television station in 
operation, and that there would be 2 or more UHF operations going 

n the air at about _ same time to prov idle imps ct. 

And. if I may, I would like to depart from the text there in this 
espect : bnaiekernsesta have been so fast even working in the late 
ours we have not been able to keep up with them. 

[ might say we were proud in St. Louis that we had a laboratory 
that could prove the possibilities of service on UHF. 

We considered that we had a laboratory objective ‘ly for this reason 
Going on the air within less than 3 months of each other were 3 UHF 
stations, all operating with maximum power. 
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The terrain, topography in the St. Louis area is such that what few 
operational difficulties there are at present with UHF are at a mini 
mum. The ground is relatively flat. 

So, we had three different stations the people could get if they 
wanted to convert. 

That has changed rather quickly. A grant has been made to an ad- 
_— i] VHF station and, as I will bring out later in the testimony, 
we are led to believe there is an extreme possibility there will be an 
ace ition al grant for a third VHF station. So, ipso facto—the poten 
tially great ‘UHF market that can show whether or not UHF will work 
becomes a VHF market. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any UHF stations in operation at the 
present t ime ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

My station was the first casualty. There are at present two UHF 
stations operating. 

[ will bring out later on, unless something is done, and done immedi- 
ately by this committee, in my opinion, in 150 days there will be no 
UHF television in St. Louis. 

The second point I made before I interrupted myself was the terrain 
there was ideal. 

These are points as to why we thought UHF would work. 

I think Senator Hunt’s question was very aptly put yesterday : 

If this thing is in such terrible mess, and you knew about it, why did you get 
into it in the first place? 

I have tried to show we did give every conceivable consideration to 
it; that we would have network service to start with and could build 
set circulation—and this is a reference to my own operation—and that 
after we had circulation built we could get along without » network 
if we had to. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have network affiliation ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. No. sir. 

But if we got the best and most powerful equipment obtainable and 
used it to the greatest possible advantage we would have enough cover 
age power to do the job. 

I might say in our particular reference the equipment furnished 
us by the television industry was more than satisfactory. We worked 
very hard with them. We tried to exploit every conceivable advan 
tage. We obtained the assistance of the Federal Communications 
Commission in trying a new procedure in reference to antennas, and 
our signal was terrific. 

That there were so many applications for the VHF stations that 
we would have ample time to build our set circulation by conversion, 
as peened out by the Commissioners in our initial talk with them. 

That we had available to us a highly efficient group of willing, 
skilled people who through the years have been trained in their work, 
and that, if we worked hard enough over a period of years, we would 
have a good, substantial business. 

Well, the next question: What happened to these assumptions? 

They all become academic with my station, KACY, when we were 
unable to obtain a single network program. In spite of the fact that 
there are 4 networks and that 3 3 of those networks have prime affilia- 
tion contracts in the St. Louis area, we were not able to obtain a single 
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network program from the 1 network that did not have an affiliation 
the market. 

We negotiated with this particular network for a period of 8 cyres 

In December of 1953, we made a complete presentation, and this 
presentation to the network has been made available to the committee 
marked as “Exhibit B.” 

My idea in putting this in as an exhibit was that actually in the lim 
ted time we had this exhibit shows more about what kind of station 

e had than anything else I could give you. 

Senator Porrer. Why was this one network that didn’t have an 
iffiliation in St. Louis reluctant to affiliate with you? 

Mr. Garrison. Sir, I am on dangerous ground there, and I would 
like to read one more sentence, if I may. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Garrison. This subject is now in the courts, the subject of 
triple damage antitrust suit, and I have, humbly speaking, neither i 
desire, inclination or authority to try the case before the committee. 

Needless to say, our inability to obtain network programing 
severely hampered our ability to serve the people of the St. Louis 
area. 

In spite of the cost and time consumption of negotiations with the 
network, we were able to materially build our local television busi- 
ness revenue. 

The week of April 2, when our station suspended operations, we 
had local business equal or superior to the other two St. Louis area 
UHF stations. Our billings were in excess of $6,000 a week. These 
billings were local. 

Due to the complete absence of network programs, we operated with- 
out national sponsorship, either program or announcement. 

I might explain here that it is the established practice of the major 
advertising agencies to buy announcements and programs on only 
those UHF stations that have network affiliations. We found this 
policy established beyond the shadow of a doubt during hundreds of 
calls made on advertising agencies in New York and Chicago. 

I might note here that, when all costs are considered, it takes a 
minimum of $13,000 a week to operate a completely equipped, com- 
petitive television facility in a major market. 

You may consider this figure a bare minimum when you are operat- 
ing a station without a single network program. 

In the time that we were on, sir, we sponsored an awful lot of time 
ourselves. 

And, so, in summary, our station suffered from a mortal wound be- 
cause it was faced with a situation of complete inability to obtain pro- 
grams from a network that did not have a prime affiliate in the market. 
It is my belief that we could have operated at a profit if we had been 
able to obtain network programs, and I think our local business sub- 
stantially implements that belief. 

Senator Porrer. Somebody testified here the other day the station 
normally has about 89 percent of their advertising as national adver- 
tising or through the network. 

Mr. Garrison. Well, sir 

Mr. Rorerrs. Including national spots. 

Senator Porrrer. Pardon. 

Mr. Roserts. It was including national spots, sir, too. 
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Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Garrison. Those statistics actually, in my judgment, would 
have to come from VHF stations who, as one of the points that we in 
this segment of the industry bring up, tend to monopolize their sched 
ule with national advertising because, one, it is easier to produce. 

That is something that has not been brought out in these hearings, 
and I don’t presume to bring up an entire point by myself, but I might 

say one of the basic reasons that a VHF operator, wherever he may 
be, has such a large amount of national advertising is because it is in 
the trade, what is called, clean business. He very seldom has to pro 
duce local programs in order to obtain the revenue. 

Senator Porrrr. Is local business called dirty business ? 

Mr. Garrison. With reference to—not to avoid the answer to your 
question, sir, but with reference to—what it costs to produce as against 
national business, a man who is interested only in the column of figures 
would so think. Announcements come in a little can of film. You 
splice them together. You run them through a projector, and the 
cash register just rings like mad. 

The same applies to film programs. 

I might point out two of the most popular programs in the country 
are now filmed. Irefer to I Love Lucy and Dragnet, but, nevertheless, 
they are network properties and they come in and you have got a guy 
standing there by the projector, and it is not necessarily the highly 
defined end of the television art to just keep that film feeding in there, 
but it sure helps at the end of the year. 

As I pointed out earlier in my introduction, within the last month, 
what we consider, as far as UHF is concerned, as the black death has 
come to UHF television in St. Louis. Where before there was only 
one VHF television station, a change in the Commission’s processing 
structure has now brought about the license of an additional VHF 
station and, as I said parenthetically a moment ago, I am told that 
the licensing of the third VHF station is only a matter of days or 
hours away. 

And, so, the stage is pretty well set for UHF to die completely in 
St. Louis. 

With reference to UHF stations, first there were 3; now there are 2, 
and unless something is done soon there will be none. 

In the event the committee and the Commission decide they want 
it to die, it will not be without monuments—in the St. Louis area over 
$25 million worth of monuments in the way of antennas on rooftops 
and converters and new television sets in peonle’s living rooms. 

If I might, I would like to say with reference to television, the poor 
people get hurt first—and I am not referring to the operators—I am 
referring to the viewers. 

[ think it is a general observation, from people that watch the devel 
opment of VHF, that oddly enough the antennas first begin to show 
up in the homes of the poorer people, because it meant a lot more to 
them. People with wis means had the ability to entertain them 
selves, but even at almost prohibitive cost a television set for a poor 
family represents a tremendous segment of their recreational, educa 
tional, and entertainment life. 

Senator Porrer. It is a cheap form of entertainment. 
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Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir; and that has applied to UHF. In running 

survey on our conversions, we determined that actually the poorer 
people convert first. 

Senator Porrrer. What percentage of sets were converted in St. 
Louis ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. As of today, the two national surveys that are gen 
erally accepted as Me( ‘OY on it. would figure one-third, which we 
figure shghtly in excess of 200,000 sets. The VHF station indicates 

present they have 600.000, 
Now. with reference to conversion in St. Louls, we are fortunate 
r will be fortunate later due to the arrangements made by Mr. 
Zap pel to have the expert in St. Louis testify on this, the ge ntleman 
vho is the president of the entire association of servicemen in the 
whole net ropolitan area, who have installed these converters and all 
hannel sets and antennas. 

Now, may I say the monuments that I referred to above have a 

M ce decreasing in value. 

1 Kansas City a leading drug chain ran an ad, and the sense of 
t was: “Bring in your worthless converter. We'll give you $3 
for it.” 

I might point out that the unused UHF tubes in Little Rock, Ark., 
would provide illumination for a ghastly Christmas tree, but it isn’t 
likely they will glow again for any reason at all. 

Senator Porrer. Why would this drug chain run an ad! 

Mr. Garrison. Well, sir, I might point out if they obtain a con- 
erter for $5, and if they are going to run it through a production 
line and clean it up, that is, make sure all the tubes are all right 
and the crystal is all right, for a cost of approximately $7 they 
have got an item they can sell at retail and make a eye le 
profit on, below the actual wholesale cost of the converter, if it is in 
the normal channels of trade, and I am not privileged, because ¢ am 
not familiar with the actual situation there, to enter into the record 
nformation as to what extent that worthless converter market might 
be, or the number of sets in Little Rock. 

Commissioner Hennock. I can tell you—70,000 sets. I was there 
» weeks ago. 

Mr. Garrison. You have got 70,000 sets. IT don’t know what the 
ratio was between all-channel and converters, but let us say, for 
example, 35,000 of those were converters. The converter retails 
$29.50. The people who work this gimmick through the drug store 
can retail them for 10 bucks. 

In some sections in Washington UHF is referred to as a $50 million 
mistake. Not because my money is in part of the possible mistake 
money but actually and factually I am afraid the figure comes con- 
sider: ably closer to ‘$ 350 million. 

In my judgment, it is up to the committee to decide whether the 
mistake was one of origin or administration. If it be the former, 
the Nation should know it now: and if it be the latter, some changes 
can be made. 

The following reference I make respectfully with reference to the 
Federal Communications Commission: On being questioned as to 
why the processing schedule had been changed, one of the Commis 
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sioners is reliably reported as having said: “It is the democratic 
process. 

And, oddly enough, perhaps he is right. 

Certain pressures, which I think were very well brought out i 
my limited experience with Commissioner Hennock this morning, 
have resulted in the change in the processing structure, and I am 
of the opinion that if, in the national welfare, sufficient reason exists 
for the reversal of these pressures this subcommittee will recognize 
it. 

Two other commissioners have made recent statements to the trade 
press to the effect that the UHF broadcasters who entered the indus 
try and ran into trouble have only themselves to blame. 

I might insert there, in some contact I have had with the very ex 
cellent staff that the Commission has, that that feeling, and only 
naturally would it be so, is reflected down from the commissioners 
to the staff, who feel, “Well, you people go in there. You went in of 
your own volition. Nobody up here put a gun on you. Now, you've 
been hurt. It’s your fault.” 

I don’t subscribe to that. I sincerely believe I have met a cross 
section of the broadcasters who have attempted to operate on UHF, 
and in no instance have I found a single UHF operator, present or 
past, who was not equal or superior to a successful AM radio operator. 

My point in bringing this up is we are told the provisions made 
by the Commission were the best that could be made and that the 
trouble with them was that we don’t know our business, and I don’t 
think it’s right. 

In my opinion, the Federal Communications Commission is power 
less to act in a manner that will implement a climate in which UHF 
can live without definite assistance from this committee. Such as 
sistance is either warranted by the committee or it is not. 

Remedies that I suggest? 

Well, many remedies have been suggested so far in these hearings, 
and I subscribe to most of them—some to a stronger degree than 
others—but I do believe that all who are genuinely interested in the 
future welfare of the industry at large subscribe to the recommen 
dations of Commissioner Hennock that there be an immediate freeze 
or chill, or whatever you might want to call it. 

I fully subscribe to the position of the Ultra High Frequency 
Association with reference to the elimination of intermixture. 

That was explained to you by the association’s general counsel, 
Col. William A. Roberts. 

May I say, in my opinion, unless 4 equal service stations are avail- 
able in the first 50 markets there cannot be 4 networks available to 
feed television stations, and I have no contact whatsoever with the 
Dumont Television Network nor any other network. 

I will say this, though: In my judgment, unless a network can 
clear time in the first 50 markets, it can’t exist; and, from my stand 
point, as an operator who has gone through an experience of trying to 
build a market without any network programs, there has to be a mini 
mum of four networks, whoever owns them. 

There not only has to be a minimum of four networks, but there ‘s a 
basic economic justification in the desires of the industry for four net 
works, but those networks cannot exist unless they can sell the products 
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f the advertiser first in the first 50 markets. Other people say a hun 
red. Isay 50 asthe bare minimum. 

Senator Porrrer. The key to your statement here is equal service 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

In my judgment -and I think we have proved it in St. Louis—if it 
sn’t equal, it isn’t service, because it is on a precipice. It is doomed to 
failure. 

lhe point I tried to make there is: Unless the major markets are coy 
red by competitive networks, the small stations in the outlying hinte1 
inds will be completely without network service, because by its very 

sence they can’t live unless the ‘y are in the major markets. 

Senator Bricker’s bill on the regulation: The men in the white 
oats could perhaps come forward for me now, for what I am going 
tosay, but I believe it. I, personally, have suffered as much as anyone 

ie to the lack of network regulation. 1 spent 7 years of my life 
work on a station that died because of lack of regulation, but 1 am op 
posed to it in principle by statute unless there is irrefutable evidence 
ind experience to the effect that legislation is the only possible method 
of regulation. 

I am convinced that the Federal Communications Act of 1934 pro 

des more than adequate regulatory es within the FCC, 

In the Commission’s basic regulation of license renewal, there is 
every opportunity to regulate every process desired, that is, if the 
Commission can know how elected officials desire it to be administered. 

Senator Porrer. You believe there is ample authority in the Com 

unications Act for the Commission to regulate the networks in order 
to bring about equality of service? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir, by one or two methods. 

An immediate method would be by rule-making. 

I think the actual powers as set forth in the Communcations Act of 
1934 for rule-making are almost without limit, the exercising of them 

eeding only a desire. 

With reference to an actual change in the network regulations’ por 
tion of the thing, I don’t seek at all to be facetious, because I’m real 
serious, but the thing we talked about as kids, the old rhyme, “We don't 
smoke, and we don’t chew, and we don’t go with girls that do.’-—I mean 
the reference I have got is: The only thing they have to make known 

under what conditions they are going to renew that license, and 
ome people might not get real happy about it, and perhaps they have 
been happy in the past, but it can be done if there is a will; but these 
people who perhaps in the future might not think I should own even 15 
neal of a filling station, these people are human. They cannot be 
told one day, “Here is X number of hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
Now, you just get back there and you exercise the thing you are sup 
posed to do, and you just get out licenses as fast as you can, because 
people want them,” and then a few months later say, “You shouldn't 

ive gotten them out so fast.” , 

There was a cartoon in a national magazine a while back that showed 
i big boss sitting in front of a desk, and there was a chart that showed 
the stock was going right through the floor, loss in value, and there 
vas a meek, little man standing i in front of the boss, and the boss says, 
“Why didn’t you tell me to sell that stock?” 

And the little man said, meekly, “Well, I did.” 


‘ 
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And the boss said, *Why didn’t you pound the table?” 

Senator Porrer. In all fairness to the Commission, I think I should 
state I know the Commission has been under great pressure from the 
Congress and various areas to expedite the action on the various VHF 
grants and, while the Commission may have the authority, in existing 
law, I think it is more or less a polic; vy decision—I think it will need 
leadership or expression from the Congress or this committee in order 
to act. 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sit 

Senator Porrer. They are caught in sort of a squeeze, from pres 
sure, on the one hand, to act on these VHF applications and, on the 
other, yes you folks who are up against a real immediate problem. 

So, I think the Commission will need action certainly by this com 
mittee in order to know what the policy should be. 

Senator Hunter. Senator Potter, let me interpolate here. 

I think both the Congress and possibly the Commission are to blame. 
Not once, to the best of my knowledge, have all of the Commission ap 
peared before our committee, and we had lengthy discussions on this 
particular matter. We have been very, very negligent in our duty, 
not just with this Commission, but with m: ny other commissions, in 
not knowing their problems. 

Senator Porrrr. That is mght 

You may continue. 

Mr. Garrison. Thank you, sir. 

I might say—— 

Commissioner Hennock. Pardon me, Mr. Garrison. 

May I make a statement, Mr. Chairman ? 

I want you to know the reason I brought up the question of Senate 
pres re to get out the licenses for VHF’s was because I am sure 
they have had pressures brought to them, in turn, from their home 
States and applicants, and I am sure they were not aware of what 
they were doing to the UHF. 

Senator Potrrrer. That is right. 

Commissioner Hennock. But I certainly didn’t want to sit here 
and see the Commission take all the blame either, because then I have 
no business serving on a dishonest Commission, if I am an honest 
woman, and I didn’t want to see my colleagues to get all the blame. 

Senator Porrer. I thoroughly agree, and I don’t think there is any 
intention to cast reflection upon the Commission. I think it is a major 
problem that the Commission has, and we, in turn, the Congress, have 
helped create the problem. I think the average Member of Congress, 
particularly if he is not on this committee, reacts as the wind blows 
pretty mue h. Ifthe wind is blowing for action on a certain VHF ap- 
plication, it is going to blow downtown; if it is blowing in the direction 
or from some UHF people that are in trouble, that is going to blow 
downtown. 

Since I have been here in the Senate, I know there has been a great 
deal of effort on the part of many to get the Commission to act as 
quickly as possible on these applic ations. 

So, the Commission, in carrying out the intent, will need additional 
appropriation funds so they can expedite these things much faster. 

I am sure at that time the committee was not aware of the problem 
which the UHF people were confronted with, and that is the reason 
for these hearings. 
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We hope, as a result of these hearings, getting expressions from all 
eoments, that some action can be taken which will save this UHF 

and as a medium for television operation. 

Mr. Garrison. Sir, I don’t subscribe to the saving of a UHF band 
inless, in the considered judgment of this commitee, after they hear 
ill the testimony, it means the saving of television. 

We have been considered as opportunists. We have been con 
idered as people who took a different approach, and having taken an 
intried path and not clicked, we deserved it; but my reference is this: 
Either this is a matter now in which it is necessary to set a course 
that is good for the country or, for some reason, that course isn’t 
ieeded, and we, as individual operators, are in no position to pre 
udge It. All we can do is give you our side of the story, which is 
biased, but in the overall essence of the thing either we are necessary 
for television or we should die and, like the tiowers at the end of the 

mmer, we are going to die very quick. 

Thank you, sir. 

I will continue. I don’t want to take other people’s time. 

My reference here to the Johnson bill is a misnomer. Certainly 

e owe, as a segment of the industry, much to Senator Johnson. His 
nultiple-ownership bill is perhaps the only possible way for us to be 
heard, but my actual reference in chis section is to the document of 
the 5 and 2 

The Ozark Television C orp has taken a position for many months 
that in the event the Commission decides to ae its mae le-owner 

hip rule the greatest good accrues to all of UHF granting the 
nee for multiple-station ownership to own a perce nt of 5 additional 

UHF stations rather than 100 percent of 2 stations. 

This is discussed in detail in material that I have already filed with 
the commitee in the previous exhibit that | gave before | read this one. 

It. stands to reason that if the Commission’s desire to assist UHF 
through VHF ownership is justifiable it can best be accomplished 
through ownership of 50 percent rather than 100 percent of the 
stations to be bought in. 

The beneficial effects of 50 percent rather than LOO percent are, 
mong others, the following: 

No fire sales. 

[ might say—and again I am treading for myself on dangerous 
vrounds— th: at in certain discussions I had with certain officials who 
worked with a network, who had examined my property, minutely, 
I was told, unfortunately, they couldn’t affiliate with me; they might 
buy me. 

I had to think that over all of 30 seconds before I got real mad 
and worked up a proposition which, in my judgment, was equitable, 
whereby if they did buy me I would have the tail of it. 

Now, that is the sensible thing to me. As I examine it, it makes 
sense to me on this basis: I am not saying the Commission should 
take the present rule of 5 and add to it, but I am saying if they 
do take the rule of 5 and add anything to it they should not take 
whole units, because if we do we are sitting ducks. If they do, 
it will not help nearly as much taking 2 stations and giving them to 
an individual operator as it would taking 50 percent of 5 stations. 

What UHF has needed from the very beginning and has never re 
ceived is national acceptance. 
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You go along Madison Avenue, where there are no UHF stations; 
you go along Chicago where there are no UHF stations they don’t 
know what you are talking about and they don’t want any. 

Certainly the Commission document of 5 and 2 brings out the 
thinking, either rightly or wrongly, that if large operators were 
able to own additional stations that they would be interested in get- 
ting in behind it. 

We worked for many, many weeks in analyzing the thing, in the 5 
and 2,and 5 and 214, and it does, as I pointed out, give greater impact. 
It makes the possibility of greater benefit in mixed markets. 

The provision, if added to the 5 and 2, or 5 and 2%, or whatever the 
Commission, in their own judgment, decided on—if they insist these 
be in present markets that are subject to intermixture, it would help. 
If these people are allowed to go out in the hinterlands, where there 
Is no competition between the spectrums, it is not going to help any 
thing except their statement at the end of the year. 

Senator Johnson’s bill with reference to the excise tax on ultra- 
high-frequency receivers: In my judgment, the passage of this bill 
could result in material assistance to the industry, providing an all 
channel tuner is specified. 

Now, if the manufacturers are allowed to get by with just putting 
strips 1 mn , 1 don’t think it is worth a subsidy. The only thing—and 
let’s face it—what we are talking about is a subsidy. The only pos 
wore of a subsidy being of any value is if it ends in equality, and 
as near as we can come to equality today is an all-channel receiver. 
So, if th: it bill did so state that the relief it attempts to give Was given 
for all-channel receivers, it would mean something. If t didn’t it 
would mean a good advantage to some manufacturers. 

In conclusion, may I say in my judgment the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission has done the best that any commission could do 
presented with a problem of such a complex nature, but the time cer 
tainly has now come for a reassessment, an examination of what is de- 
sired and how it can be accomplished. 

Today's chaotic conditions are either the ultimate that can be done 
because of practical limitations or else there is something better avail 
able. I think there is. 

The Commission formulated a plan that, in the light of operating 
experience, has very little opportunity for success. 

It never did have much opportunity for success. 

Then, through practical necessity or democratic process, or what- 
ever you might want to call it, the Commission has administered this 
plan in such a manner that it hasn’t had any chance for success at 
all. 

In my own city, St. Louis, the e ‘ere or ninth market in the Nation, 
the sixth report and the manner ‘in which it has been administered 
has resulted in the following: 

That, barring changes recommended by this committee, within less than 150 
days, there will be no UHF television in the St. Louis area, with a loss to the 
operators in excess of $3 million which is actually just a small part of the iceberg 
because the loss to the public is twofold. Financially it is in excess of $27 mil- 
lion, plus the far greater permanent loss of competitive television service. 


I might note that I have got two figures in here as to what the con- 
version financial picture is in St. Louis. I have it for a very definite 
reason. The public is, in spite of the fact they have knowledge of 
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VHF coming in, quite interested in the programing schedule of two 
f the UHF stations. One has the ball games. So long as the ball 
cvames are on, everything is fine and they are going to continue buying 
ets. J have no personal knowledge of their method of operation ; but 
inless something is done here, it is my judgment shortly after the 
yaseball team stops playing there will be ve ry little reason for con 
nuing the operation of the television station. 
I commend the problem to the committee: Television has been 
alled the eye of the atomic age. The television art is potentially an 
urancé policy for our way of life and a method by which it may be 
estroyed. 
The ability of our Nation to see, and to a certain extent have what it 
ill see, is dependent on the outcome of your deliberation 
May I thank you for your courtesy in giving me a chance 
eard. 
Senator Porrer. Thank you for your excellent presentation, M1 


to be 


Garrison. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Hunt ‘ 

Senator Hunt. No. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you kindly. 

Mr. Garrison. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Ronald Woodyard, station WIFE, Dayton, 
Ohio. 

Mr. Woodyard, we are pleased to have you appear before the com 
mittee. We will be interested in hearing your statement. 


STATEMENT OF RONALD B. WOODYARD, STATION WIFE-TV, 
DAYTON, OHIO 


Mr. Woopyarp. Mr. Chairman and the committee, first, I want to 
thank the committee for the opportunity of appearing before you and, 
secondly, speaking directly as an American taxpayer, | want to thank 
this committee for affording us, through the democratic process of 
vovernment, the opportunity of coming down here and telling you 
people what we think is a serious situation concerning 160 million 
(merican people; and I speak to you here this morning before going 
nto my statement not as a television « yperator because I am out of 
business, but I speak to you this morning, as | feel, as an individual 

itizen of these United States, and I hope there will be no misunder 
tanding regarding my testimony. 

I also desire to say this: 

Because some of the proposals I am making may be considered 
radical, may be considered sensational, I think that my past 24 years 
has indicated I ama ve ry conservative man; but I am sort of getting : 

little bit fed up on what I have been preaching for 24 years myself, 
namely, this great free-enterprise system. I am beginning to wonder 
if we haven't ‘learned to misinterpret free enterprise to the building of 
gigantic monopolies in this country to the detriment of 160 million 
citizens, 

Therefore, 1 would like now to present my statement. 

It is my considered opinion, after operating a UHF television sta 
tion in a market which contains two established VHF stations, that 

48550—54 24 
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VHF has little or no chance of succeeding financially under present 
conditions. 

Dayton and the surrounding territory comprises a metropolitan 
market of ap proximately 500,000 people. In this market we encoun- 


tered difficulty in the operation of our UHF station in the following 
categories: 


|. By allowing VHF stations to go to high power, the Federal 
Communications Commission enabled Cincinnati VHF stations to 
penetrate the Dayton territory w ¥ a signal practically as good as the 
local VHF stations. WHIO-TV in Dayton carries CBS, “ABC, and 
Du Mont programs, while WLW 1) re Dayton carries NBC and ABC 
programs. Each of these stations continued this network program 
ing even after our UHF television station was placed in operation. 

A Cincinnati station, WCPO-TV— incidentally, owned by Scripps 
Howard newspapers—a basic ABC station, augmented network cov 
erage of the two Dayton stations by carrying any ABC and Du Mont 
shows which were unable to clear time on the two Dayton VHF 
stations. 

Thus. the Dayton audience was permitted choice of any and all 
network programs without having to go to the expense or trouble of 
converting to CHF. The net result was none of the established net 
works had any interest in ordering or selling a commercial network 
program on UHF station WIFE operated by us. 

2. We were unable to compete with the established VHF stations 
in buying film, because they were able to outbid us for whatever choice 

lm might be available for the market. 

3. With little or no network programing and inferior film, we were 
forced to ou : own devices for local programs. Features such as the 
University of Dayton basketball games, which had intense local i 
terest, were ie nied us. 

Furthermore, since these two established VHF stations have for 
a considerable length of time been enjoy ing a substantial and profit- 
uble revenue, they were in a position to outbid us for programing 
talent, features, and manpower. Therefore, what local programing 
we could devise was of inferior quality and limited interest to the 
viewer. 

t. We failed to find a satisfactory converter, although we tested 
several manufacturers’ products. Every single converter had a ten- 
dency to drift. Furthermore, our own transmitting equipment, al- 
though it was of the finest obtainable and was carefully checked by a 
professional engineer, caused us continued trouble. 

5. Even though were able to obtain 41,000 conversions at a needless 
expense—and I say a needless expense now since the station is out of 
business and there is no UHF station near Dayton—to Dayton citi- 
zens of about $2 million, we were unable to attract the local, regional, 
or national advertiser to use our facilities at one-fifth the rate of the 
established VHF stations, because the advertiser preferred the 100 
percent potential audience at a rate 5 times higher than our station 
delivering a limited portion of the audience. 

6. We were unable to obtain a satisfactory network contract and, 
moreover, were forced to pay the American Broadcasting Co. $1,000 
per month for the use of their sustaining programs, which meant, in 
effect, gentlemen, that we bought any sustaining program in order to 
get something on our station, which WHIO, who had the ABC con- 
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tract, the basic contract, could reject or accept, and then and there, if 
they didn’t have the time to carry sustaining programs, such as the 
MeCarthy hearing, or anything else of public interest, we were allowed 
o take them, but at the same time each month we were forced to pay 
$1,000 for that privilege. 

(ne network evel denied us permission to Carry a 0 called co op 
program, which was a feature that might have stimulated substan 
tial interest in our station. 

We made repeated attempts to get network advertisers to place 
their programs on our station at no cost to the advertiser. Solicita 
tion was made directly to the advertiser, himself, in many eases. In 
the majority of these cases we found the advertisers were unwilling 
to accept UHF in the 42d m: eke tt of the Nation, though I say our good 
friend, Dr. Du Mont, has now moved us up to the 41st m: arket in yes 
terday’s testimony, for nothing, even though they had not been able 
to secure clearance on a local VHF station. 

However, we did secure a few network shows by virtue of the close 
business connections between directors of our company and the heads 
of nationally know corporations who sponsored network programs 
Even some of these programs were placed on our television station 
it no cost against the advice of the advertising agencies representing 
the company. 

7. Also, we made a determined effort to interest advertising agel 
cies in using our UHF facilities, but nearly always we found t] 

is not on ly a lack of interest, but a fee ling of pity for us because we 
had the temerity to attempt to operate a UHF station. 

8. To serve the best interests of the citizens of our primary area we 
engaged from the outset in a most determined and elaborate public 
ervice programing policy. 

We felt this was partic ul: rly advisable, not only to satisfy our con 
nitments to the Federal Communications Commission. but also be 
cause We saw an opportunity to serve our fellow citizens who were 
being virtually ignored with programing of this type by the estab 

shed VHF stations. 

From a selfish standpoint we also felt this was advisable, because 
through this means we hoped rapidly to attract attention to our 
station. 

Again we were faced with the discouraging reaction that even free 
public service time had little interest either for viewers or for the 
beneficiaries of such programs on a UHF station. 

9, Starting well in advance of the operating date of our television 
station we began an intensive and thorough promotion and educational 
effort among television service and repair men, as well as with whole- 
sale electronic dealers and the representatives of all the national tele 
vision set manufacturers. We knew it was in our best interest to be as 
cooperative and helpful with these people as we possibly could. De- 
spite this, we repeatedly learned service repair men and set dealers 
were discouraging the public from converting the television sets they 
already owned or from buying new sets « quipped to receive UHF. 

At that point IT would like to add this: I think this committee was 
misled a little yesterday, not intentionally, from the set manufacturers, 
because, as I recall, testimony was given here yesterday that it cost, 
on an average, 40 or 50 dollars to bring a UHF station into your home. 

Now, gentlemen, they told you that was the cost of the converter, 


ere 
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but they did not tell you what it would cost to put up an antenna in 

most of the cases, nor did they tell you the cost the servicemen charged. 

In our area it ran all the way from $60 to $125 in order to bring our 

television in the homes in many cases. 

Senator Porrer. That is to put up the antenna? 

Mr. Woopyarp. That is right. 

And let me explain another thing, because it may seem peculiar to 
you gentlemen why these servicemen were not interested in making 
money: Because of the problems they had in installation of DHF 
antennas and converters in homes, they had to make maybe 5 or 6 
trips back to that home, and if they put a charge on that they had 
kickbacks from people they were trying to serve; and, therefore, 
they had no interest or little interest in UHF, in getting that money, 
because they did not : feel they made a profit on it. 

On nearly every st , manufacturers placed a m: arkup of at least $40 
addition: lly for equi ipping it to receive our UHF signal. Of course, 
this discouraged prospective buyers from purchasing sets equipped 
to receive our station. 

To my best knowledge, even at this late date there is not any tele- 
vision set manufactured which is constructed to receive UHF alone; 
rather, even in the factory the set must be converted for UHF at the 
end of the production line. 

in other words, the public has been allowed to believe that UHF 
equipped sets are actually extra luxuries and not the necessities they 
should be for complete television reception. 

Facing all of these difficulties 

Senator Porrer. Can you receive UHF in the metropolitan areas by 
the use of the so-called rabbit ears as you do VHF ? 

Mr. Woopyarp. In some cases, Senator; in some cases, you cannot. 

Senator Porrer. Is it the same type of rabbit ears or is it a special 
type ¢ 

Mr. Woopyarp. Well, a spec ial type. 

Facing all of these difficulties, with the accompanying economical 
ruin which seemed imminent, we were forced to suspend our UHF 
television station from operations—and I want the committee to get 
this point : Had we not done so, the excessive capital drain would have 
ruined our corporation and would have resulted in silencing our radio 
property, which I say here in the presence of the Commission this 
morning is a very successful one. 

Lest it be said I am a broadcaster who is ineffectual and prone to 
meet failure, I would like to humbly state that we have been able 
to establish a successful radio station against severe competition, 
against a basic NBC station, against a basic CBS station and against 
an ABC station. We operate an independent station. Fortunately, 
however—and this is the point—we did have the opportunity for our 
signal to be heard from the day we began operating of our radio 
station, which was a privilege denied us when we attempted to operate 
a UHF television station. 

Now, consider the problem more broadly. I am personally ac- 
quainted with every member of the Feder ‘al Communications Com- 
mission and I have the highest respect for the integrity and character 
of each member 

I want to call the committee’s attention at this point to the fact that 
i say this sincerely, from the bottom of my heart. 1 think this Com- 
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mission is composed of as fine public servants as we have in the Gov 
ernment. 

When you stop to consider that these people have it within their 
power to give out licenses and grants that involve millions and milhons 
of dollars, and to the best of my knowledge-—and I say this from the 
broadcasting end, not from the Government end—I have never once 
ever heard a single indication that there is anything morally or cor 
ruptly involved in this Federal Communications Commission as it is 
presently constituted, and I think that is certainly a high compliment 
to a Government bureau. 

Senator Porrer. It certainly is. They have huge responsibilities. 

Mr. Woopyarp. That is right. 

furthermore, I am fully aware of the a problems with which 
they are engaged. Nevertheless, I honestly believe a terrible mistake 
was made by the Commission in mixing UHF and VHF channels in 
any market of the United States. 

Perhaps—perhaps—by this time the Commission itself recognizes 
this mistake, but if the Commission persists in failing to rectify this 
condition, then the injustices already done both to the citizens of this 
country and the telecasting operators will be compounded. 

Unless this problem with which we are faced today is promptly 
solved, the opportunity for UHF to serve viewers is practically im- 
possible. 

As a taxpayer and a citizen—and once again I want. to call your 
attention to that statement—I would like to call to the attention of the 
committee a fact which should be given great consideration. It seems 
to me, as I have sat here 3 days, despite the advice of my doctors not to 
be here, because I have been in a serious automobile accident and only 
been out of the hospital about 10 days—— 

Senator Porrer. I am sorry to hear that. 

Mr. Woopyarn. I want to say to you that I think the committee 
and each one of these broadcasters and the Commission should 
keep in mind a very important fact: It isn’t what happens to we people 
in the broadcasting business particularly that is concerned in this 
matter, but it is what happens to 160 million people and people who 
have become imbued with the idea of television, fascinated with it, 
and which I think is an art which we probably all agree is probably 
the most important art ever known to mankind. 

This fact is that there is no broadcaster—and I hope every member 
of the committee will give this next statement that I am going to make 
great consideration in going over this record—there is no broadcaster 
in these United States who owns any part of a radio or televison sta- 
tion other than the physical plant. The air over which we transmit 
belongs to the people, and yet there are very few of our citizens aware 
of this fact, and many broadcasters operate oblivious to this fact. 

It is my feeling that the job of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, like that of any other Government bureau, is to act solely 
in the interest of all the people under the direction of Congress. 

For this reason, it is my belief that no individual or member of his 
family, or a company or corporation in which he may be interested, 
should own an interest in more than one radio and/or television sta- 
tion—and I want to point out to this Commission at different times 


in my life I have owned an interest in several radio stations, and as 
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long as that policy is in effect, and I see an opportunity to make money 
and an Opportunity to buy into a station, 1 shall continue to do so. 

In other words, if it is fair for the other fellow, it is fair for me; but 
I believe the time has come to establish real competition in this coun 
try _ ‘re television and radio are concerned, and I think it can be 
done best by this paragr% aph I have just read. 

Further, | believe that no newspaper should be permitted to own a 
radio or television station. 

This unfair monopolist ic condition is serious enough, in my opinion, 
to warrant action by Congress. 

In evidence of the degree to which this monopoly has grown |] 
point to the conditions that prevail in my own market. In Dayton 
WHIO-TV is owned by a corporation which operates the 2 daily 
newspapers, as well as a radio station, with a basic CBS affiliate, and 
also the only 2 daily newspapers in nearby Springfield, Ohio. In 
addition, this corporation owns and operates all the newspapers in 
Atlanta, Ga., and has a television and radio property there. It is also 
an applicant for a television station in Miami, Fla., where is owns a 
daily newspaper and a radio st: ie 

The other television station in Dayton is owned by a large manu 
facturing corporation which ae: no interest in Dayton other than the 
operation of this very profitable television station. It additionally 
owns VHF television stations in Cincinnati and Columbus, Ohio, and 
in Atlanta, Ga. Furthermore, it is readily apparent the television sta- 
tion this company operates in Dayton, Ohio, is being operated in 
direct violation of the duopoly rulings of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, since its signal markedly overlaps the VHF sta- 
tions it operates in Cincinnati and Columbus. 

I believe the only way to secure real competition. and thus to 
elevate the standards of operation in the television broadcasting in- 
dustry, is to limit an individual or company to the ownership of 1 
radio and/or | television station. 

I say this because it certainly is reasonable to assume that an in- 
dividual who owns only one property will undoubtedly take more in- 
terest in the community in which it is located than he would if he 
owned property in several communities and divided his interests. 

I would like to inject this thought here: I have been very inter- 
ested in a situation which has recently arisen in Colorado, in Senator 
Johnson's own State. There were two applicants, as I remember, for 
frequency out there. A very valuable application for frequency was 
given one applicant, and dec ided on the basis—I don’t know the reason, 
but I imagine because—that applicant showed many years of con 
tinuous operation of a very fine radio station. I assume that is the 
reason, I have not seen the decision. Now, Jess than a vear later— 
and there was another application by people, many of them local 
people, applying for that VHF channel, who lived in Denver and who 
desired to operate that television station in Denver. Now, less than a 
vear later we find the people who were originally given the grant 
selling the grant to not are, peo! le or not to peonle who have any 
terest in Denver. Colo.. partic ularly, but to an organization known 
as Time magazine, who probab'~ has a great deal of money that they 
desire to invest in a very profitable business, and they have picked 
out Denver, Colo., as the logical place to make a great income on 
the money they desire to invest. 
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Now, it seems to me, as a citizen, that situations like that should 
be set for a hearing where there is an opportunity for those people who 
originally filed for that grant to come back in there and ask for the 
privilege, since they are local people, to operate that television station 
n that market. 

Even though my business philosophy has always been firmly 
founded upon the conviction that there should be a minimum of 
(government interference in private business, I nevertheless sincerely 
believe that practices which preva,jl today among the networks should 
be scrutinized by this committee. Yet, I further realize such serutiny 
is not warranted without power from Congress. Thus, a congres 
sional directive might well be in order. Surely, some of the practices 
which border very closely upon restraint of trade should be examined. 

To return again to this matter of multiple-station ownership, let us 
consider the conditions now prevalent in the industry. 

We are told there are an extremely limited number of VHF fre 
quencies. Yet, a number of powerful interests in the broadcasting 
industry have already acquired as many as five VHF television fre- 
quencies in various large markets of the country. Furthermore, there 
have been a substantial number of valuable VHF stations sold. 

The very fact that individuals or corpor: ations are allowed to own 
more than one VHF station, up to 5 of them, in fact, is conclusive 
proof, in my mind, that monopoly is being fostered in the television 
business. 

Consider the implications of this policy. With the few VHF fre 
quencies available, by placing 5 of them in the hands of 1 individual 
or corporation, a powerful group of 15 or 20 gigantic interests could 
gain virtually complete control over the television audience of this 
Nation. 

This is a power over people greater than has ever been known 
before in the history of this country. 

In this way a group of 15 or 20 owners, controlling the greatest 
motivating force mankind has ever known, could virtually control 
the thoughts and emotion of 160 million people. 

It is my feeling that if Congress fails to assume its responsibility 
in seeing that television service becomes available for all of the people 
of this country and that it is of a competitive nature, then at some 
future time the people of this country will become aware of their rights 
in owning the airways and insist on the Government owning and op 
erating the broadcasting facilities of this country. 

To be specific, my recommendations to this committee are as follows : 

That a law should be enacted, ordering the Federal Communi 
cations Commission to directionalize every VHF frequency in the 
country immediately, which in turn would afford an opportunity 0 
many more VHF stations. For example, it would be very easy for : 
directionalized facility to be provided in Dayton without mnectecing 
to any great extent with any other VHF station serving other cities 

This committee should recommend that the Federal Communi- 
salen Commission cease allocating UHF frequencies within mar 
kets where VHF frequencies exist or are likely to be granted. 

3. Some authority should be found to restrain networks from serv 
ing more than one station in a market, if there are multrple stations 
in that market. 
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Further, I would strongly urge this committee to advocate a law 
which would forbid ownership of radio or television stations by net- 
works, and this law should likewise extend to any officer, director, 
or s.ockholder of "a network. 

And at that point, knowing the networks are going to come in here 
later with a far more elaborate program than we little, humble people 
out in the Middle West can ever present to this committee, I should like 
to point out the argument that has been advanced by the networks 
for years that they can’t afford to operate a network unless they own 
5 stations—I say to you, and I think I am on safe ground, that if the 
Columbia Broadcasting System or the National Broadcasting System 
were to say tomorrow that they desired to sell their network and 
operate M. and Q. stations, I don’t think they would have any trouble 
finding buyers. 

I would also like to call your attention to the fact that I bought 
Columbia Broadcasting Co. stock for $27 some years ago, and I looked 
it up in the paper before I came up here this morning : and I see it is 
$57 as of this morning. So, it seems to me they are ‘doing all right. 

Senator Porrer. You don’t think they need a subsidy ? 

Mr. Woopyarp. I don’t think so. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your statement, Mr. 
Woodyard. 

Mr. Woopyarp. Pardon me just a minute. 

Senator Porrer. I am sorry. 

Mr. Woopyarp. I am not quite through. May I have a few more 
minutes ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. Woopyarp. Thank you. 

Now, I would like to continue with something here—5 more recom- 
mendations: 

I endorse Commissioner Hennock’s first recommendation, and I 
respectfully—and if I am out of order, Mr. Chairman, please inform 
me, because, as I say, I am just a little fellow from the West and I may 
be presumptuous— 

Senator Porrer. We don’t use point of order in this committee. 

Mr. Woopyarp. But I think you Senators have heard enough here 
in the past 3 days to realize that there is a very serious situation 
where the television business is concerned and the operation of tele- 
vision stations. Therefore, I recommend, in addition to the first 
recommendation of Miss Hennock—or, rather, I don’t recommend, I 
respectfully request once again, as a taxpayer, and not as an operator— 
that this committee give consideration at some time this afternoon 
about going into an executive session and deciding whether it would 
not be to the best interests of all the people of this country to im- 
mediately issue a directive—to issue a directive to the Federal Com- 
munications Committee on Monday morning—to cease issuing any 
more licenses or any further station construction permits until this 
committee can decide whether there is any merit to what it has heard 
or what it has not heard; and I strongly urge consideration be given 
to that proposal. 

No. 2: I endorse Miss Hennock’s No. 2 recommendation to this 
committee. 

I would just like to have the record show that. 
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I endorse No. 3 of Miss Hennock’s recommendations. 

I do not endorse her No. 4 recommendation—Senator Johnson's bill 
to remove the excise tax—and I will tell you why: Because I, along 
with thousands of theater owners, signed the petition to this Congress 
asking you to remove the theater tax, under the assumption that the 
price of movies would come down. I am sorry to say in my town, 
since you have removed the tax, all the theaters have done is stuck 
that tax in their pocket, and I think the same thing would happen 
in this case. 

Senator Porrer. You don’t think it would lower the cost of the set ? 

Mr. Woopyarp. I do not. 

Now, fifth, I want to take a position here—and I can take it, Sena 
tor, and I hope you will understand why. You will have to remember 
there are many people who desire or who want to remain in this busi- 
ness. As far as I am concerned, if coming here before Congress and 
telling this committee the truth, as I see it, means that 1 am through 
in this business, that is O. K. with me; but I want to say I am going 
on record in favor of the Bricker bill because I don’t think anything 
is more badly needed for the protection of the American citizen than 
the enaction of the Bricker bill by this Congress. 

I would also like to say this, so that the record may be complete, 
because this may be the last opportunity that I, as a broadcaster, will 
ever appear before a committee: If this committee desires to find out 
what happens where these VHF stations are concerned—and I know 
only about my own market, where I have been an operator for many, 
many years; I have been in this business for 20 years—then I re 
spectfully suggest this committee request the Federal Communica 
tions Commission to have a staff member over there assemble the logs 
from March 13, 1952, to March 13, 1953, on WWL-D, WHIO TV, 
and WIFE-TY, and let’s see how much public service and what time 
of day it was rendered by all three of the television stations in Dayton, 
Ohio, because I think that would be of value to this committee in 
arriving at some conclusions regarding UHF and VHF from a public 
service standpoint. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to say—and I don’t mean 
to be emotionally inclined, but I feel this thing very deeply, Senator, 
because I feel what is taking place in this room is one of the most 
important hearings ever heard on this bill. I sat and watched another 
hearing in which you are taking part and, frankly, it is nothing of 
importance as far as the American people are concerned to this 
hearing. 

Senator Porter. I will concur with that. 

Mr. Woopyarp. And I say to you—and once again I want to repeat 
I say this with the utmost eorert to the members of the Federal Com 
munications Commission, but I was shocked—I was shocked—to read 
the other day the reason I have failed—and I am putting myself in a 
general category—was because I was inexperienced: I didn’t know 
how to use promotional material and, therefore, I had no business 
being in UHF. 

Now, Senator, I don’t think that is the right kind of theory for any 
member of that Commission to take, and especially if that genetleman 
has not operated a radio and television station—and I say that very 
sandidly and in the presence of a Commissioner whom I have the 
highest esteem for as a Commissioner and as a person. 
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Now, you have heard that statement made here this morning by 
the gentleman from St. Louis. You have also heard me say it. So, 
in order to find out what happened in Dayton, Ohio, I once again 
suggest this Commission ask the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion to present to them the operating statements of the three radio 
stations in Dayton, Ohio, for the vears—I don’t care when—for the 
vears of 1952, 1953, or for the first 3 months of this vear, and bring 
it to the attention of this committee and just find out what kind of an 
operator this fellow, Woodyard, is and whether he can operate it 
successfully. 

We operate a station out there, Senator, which is owned by 62 or 
63 citizens of that town. It certainly is a cross section of the people in 
that town. We have men who have been president of the chamber of 
commerce. We have bank directors. We have people who work on a 
salary. We have a secretary that owns stock in our company. I don’t 
think there is a company that is more diversified in ownership in the 
United States than the Skyland Broadcasting Corp., and certainly we 
went in there 5 years ago with the most severe competition of 2 tele- 
vision stations which opened in front of us, and T think the records of 
the Federal Communications Commission will vindicate whether or 
not we have any operating ability and whether we have any know-how 
in this business. 

Our station did not fail because of no know-how. Our station failed 
because of our inability to attract the programs to our station that 
were necessary to get the people in our market to convert: and I say 
to you " at if I had—and we are perfectly willing and the fact of the 
matter is, I think I should tell this committee, my corporation, despite 
the fact we have lost over a half million dollars in the television busi 
ness—my stockholders have already instructed me and have set aside 
a sum of several thousands of dollars—they have instructed me to 
spend that money in an effort to put a VHF station in Dayton, Ohio 

So, I think—it is 62 we have now. A few of them got freightened 
when the station went under, but I think it is about 62 stockholders 
we have now. So, 62 people in that town think we know how to oper 
ate, provided we are on some kind of a basis of equality with the 
other fellow; but we can’t do it unless we are. 

Now, I once again, in conclusion, would like to urge this committee 
to give great and serious consideration to the issuance of this directive 
to the Federal Communications Commission that all of these grants be 
suspended temporarily, until this commitee has an opportunity 
maybe 30 days: maybe 60 days—I don’t call it a freeze; I say let’s 
stop things because it is quite evident—it is quite evident, Mr. ¢ ‘hair 
man—that the Commission, despite their efforts and despite their 
thoughts, have been unable to find a solution to this matter, and 7 
they must know something is terribly wrong. So, I say let’s call : 
hiatus, or whatever you want to call it, here for a little while, and stop 
all of this for the sake of the country until we find out what is going on. 

I thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you, Mr. Woodyard. 
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At this point I would like to insert in the record a letter I have 
received from Hon. Edwin C. Johnson, United States Senator from 
Colorado, regarding transfer of the licensee of Aladdin Radio & Tele 
vision Co., Denver, Colo. 

Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
COM MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForetGn CoMMERCE, 
June 5, 1954 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTrTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, Interstate and Foreign Com 
merce Committee, United States Senate, Washington, D. C 


DeAR SENATOR PorrerR: During the hearings on the status and development of 
UHF channels, held on May 19, 20, and 21, Mr. Ronald Woodyard, of Dayton, 
Ohio, referred to the Aladdin Radio & Television Co., of Denver, Colo 

Mr. Woodyard, in his testimony, made some generalized remarks which con 
veyed a false picture. In order to clarify the record, I am enclosing a statement 
that I respectfully request be incorporated in the record immediately after Mr 
Woodyard’s testimony so that the committee will have a full and complete 
picture of the entire situation involving Alladin Radio & Television Co., Denver, 
Colo. 

Sincerely yours, 
EpWIN C, JOHNSON 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHNSON 


A Mr. Ronald Woodyard, testifying before this committee on Friday, May 21, 
leparted from his prepared text and made certain statements about a situation 
in which he said he was very interested and which occurred in my home State, 
Colorado. Generally, Mr. Woodyard is a solid thinker and precise in his state 
ments but, in this instance, I think he went far afield I am sure he is not 
familiar with all the facts 

Mr. Woodyard was referring to the pending sale of Aladdin Radio & Television, 
Co. (KLZ, KLZ—-FM, KLZTV), of Denver, Colo. Even though Mr. Woodyard 
‘xpressed great interest in this case, he admitted he had not read the decision 
Which is unfortunate as the statements he made were an inaccurate generaliza 
tion that could, if left uncorrected, lead to a misunderstanding of the facts 

Since I am familiar with the reasons for the proposed sale of Aladdin Radio 
& Television, Co., I must clarify this record. 

Aladdin Radio & Television, Co., is a licensee of radio station KLZ, a station 
that has been in continuous service for more than 30 years. The company is also 
a licensee of frequency modulation station KLZ—FM, which has been in service 
for about 15 years. No radio station in the entire country has a better record or 
has done a more outstanding job in serving the public interest. The Aladdin Co 
was one of the first to apply for a television permit in Denver, only to be caught 
in the freeze. As a result of the first postfreeze competitive hearing, Aladdin 
received a construction permit for KLZ—TV in June 1953. KLZ-TV went on 
the air November 1, 1953, and has been providing fine television service ever 
since. 

Since 1940 the broadcast operations of KLZ (AM-FM) have been under the 
able and outstanding management of Hugh Terry. Since 1949 these stations 
have been controlled largely by an outstanding group of Denver civic leaders 
who, for the first time, provided Mr. Terry an opportunity to acquire an owner 
ship interest in the business to which he has devoted his career. The broadcast 
operation under these civic leaders and Hugh Terry not only has made a tre 
mendous contribution to Denver and Colorado but has enjoyed a reputation as 
one of the outstanding operations in the entire industry. The present owners 
originally invested over $1 million in the business, and have since plowed back 
profits to improve service and prepare for television. Over a period of 4 years 
the company spent a considerable additional sum of money in processing its 
television application, training employees, and getting on the air. Since 1949 
the sparkplugs of this whole operation have been Hugh Terry and Harry Huff 
man, a long-time business executive of Denver 
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In mid-January of this year, Mr. Terry, Aladdin’s president and general man 
ager, was stricken with a severe heart attack. He is slowly convalescing and 
as yet is able only to undertake a small portion of his former duties. Not only 
that but Mr. Huffman has suffered several strokes during 1953 and is unable 
to assume the added duties brought about by the illness of Mr. Terry. Another 
major stockholder, Mr. Elroy MeCaw, must dispose of some of his broadcast 
holdings in order to comply with the FCC’s multiple-ownership rules, as amended 
in 1958, Prior to Mr. Terry's illness, numerous efforts of other persons to buy 
the business were rejected. In fact, money couldn’t buy this station were Mr. 
Terry and Mr. Huffman well. It has long been their great ambition to operate 
a combined radio and television station 

This combination of most unusual and unforeseeable circumstances is cer 
tainly a proper justification for the pending sale of Aladdin. 

I wish to point out but 1 or 2 other inaccuracies in Mr. Woodyard’s statement 
He refers to the other applicant as “local people” whereas they are largely non- 
residents of Colorado. He also indicated that the proposed purchaser of Alad- 
din “hasn't any interest in Denver, Colo., particularly.” I must advise that Time, 
Inc., does now have, and for some time has maintained, a very substantial in- 
terest in Denver and Colorado. Furthermore, it is my opinion that Time, Inc., 
is splendidly equipped and has the capacity as it has demonstrated in its opera- 
tions elsewhere, to render a fine radio and television service in the public in- 
terest. Before granting Aladdin this television license, the FCC held long and 
exhaustive hearings on the contested application. I want to go on record as 
stating without equivocation that the FCC did not make a mistake in their final 
decision. It was made in the public interest. 

It would seem important to the health of the industry that people may devote 
their lifelong labors and their fortunes to it, with the knowledge that their 
investment will be safe and secure in the event of sickness, death, or Government 
edict. Were it otherwise, no prudent and intelligent person would invest in any 
broadcast operation. 


Senator Porrer. The committee will be in recess until 2 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, at 12:35 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. of the same day. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m., pursuant to adjourn- 
ment, in room (-16 in the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter, chair- 
man of the subcommittee presiding. ) 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. 

First, I would like to submit for the record a statement by Mr. 
Thomas E. Martin, executive vice president of the Hawley Broadcast- 
ing Co., Reading, Pa.. 

I have a statement from Mr. William L. Putnam from UHF televi- 
sion station WWLP, Springfield, Mass. 

I have also been asked to submit as a part of the record an article 
by Earl Abrams that appeared in the May 3, 1954, issue of Broadcast- 
ing-Telecasting, entitled “Losing Money in Television Isn’t New.” 
There has been a great deal of talk about losses suffered by television 
stations. This article discusses the losses suffered by the various tele- 
vision operators during 1948, 1949, 1950 and 1951 and brings the finan- 
cial picture up to date. 

(Prepared statements of Thomas E. Martin, William L. Putnam, 
and article by Earl B. Abrams, “Losing Money in Television Isn’t 
New” are as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS FE. Martin, Executive Vick Presipent, HAWLEY Broap- 
CASTING Co., READING, Pa 


My name is Thomas E. Martin and I am the executive vice president and gen- 
eral manager of the Hawley Broadcasting Co., of Reading, Pa., which operates 

tations WEEU AM and TV 

The Hawley Broadcasting Co., has had an extensive background in radio broad- 
casting in Reading. We acquired station WEEU in 1946 and have operated it 
continuously since that time. When we acquired the station it was a daytime 
only station. We spent approximately $100,000 in improving the facilities and 
obtaining permission to operate during nighttime hours. 

In 1947 we applied for VHF channel 5 and presented our case before the Com 
mission in competition with another application for the same channel. Our 
hearing had been concluded and the case was awaiting decision when the FCC 
decided to impose its much-publicized freeze on all television activity. When the 
freeze was finally lifted on April 14, 1952, we were greeted with the fact that 
VHF channel 5 was no longer available for use in Reading and that in its stead, 
2 UHF frequencies were assigned, channels 33 and 61 

Some of the members of this committee may be aware of the importance of 
Reading as an industrial market in the East; but for those who of you are not 
familiar with the area I would like to point out that it is one of the principal 
industrial areas of the State of Pennsylvania. It has diversified industries and 
it is the center of a substantial trading era. The importance of this market is 
best illustrated by the fact that for many years the market has supported three 
successful radio stations in active competition. 

As you can see from the prior recitations, ny organization has a record of 
erving the public through broadcasting. Our stockholders are also the owners 

f the Reading Eagle and Reading Times, which publish daily newspapers for this 
community, and on Sunday we publish the Reading Sunday Eagle. Accordingly 
we decided to apply for UHF channel 33, which was subsequently assigned to us. 
Following the grant of this construction permit, we built a very extensive plant 
ind modern studios that would do credit to a city many times the size of Reading 
Our investment in television at this point is in excess of $450,000 

Your committee is anxious to know the experience of stations such as ours so 
that it may be in a position to make recommendations which might lead to the 
solution of some of the ills of UHF broadcasting. I have given long and serious 
thought to the problem and recognize that there is no magic wand which can be 
waved and which will automatically wipe out all the losses and convert them 
nto substantial profits. 

I have read suggestions made by others in the broadcast business, many of 
which have been and will be presented to you I do not know whether any of 
these suggestions will provide the answer, but I do feel qualified to tell you 
that in our particular case there appears to be only one way out—to assign an 
additional VHF channel for our use. 

This may sound like a very superficial suggestion, but when you understand our 
problem you will realize that I am not taking the first thought that comes to mind 

When we started broadcasting in 1953, the city of Reading and our surround- 
ng area was heavily saturated with television service. Television was not new 
n our market. Three strong VHF signals come in from Philadelphia, Pa., and 

cne from Lancaster; the people of Reading and this vicinity have been receiving 
VHF television in their homes for several years. At the present time approxi- 
mately SO percent of the homes in the Reading market are equipped to receive 
VHF service. 

At the time that we started our construction the Philadelphia stations were 
operating with a power which had previously been limited by the Commission 
before the UHF band was added. Since that time these three Philadelphia 
stations have been granted power increases and are presently operating with 
superpower so that their service area encompasses a great deal more than what 
would be regarded as the normal trading area Incidentally, I would like to 
point out that, althongh UHF channels are available in Philadelphia, no station 
ias been constructed as yet on these frequencies—an obvious recognition of the 
problems that a UHF broadcaster would have to contend with in trying to meet 
the competition of the powerful Philadelphia VHF stations. 
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When we went on the air we felt that the local service we could provide would 
result in a steudy growth of conversion to UHF. We were, indeed, optimistic, 


but our experi e has indicated that the steady conversion that we anticipated 


has not materialized 
I would like to point out to you that if a new radio station should go on the 
n Reading it would automatically be available to the same number 
s us the existing stations. Therefore, from a competitive stand 
as an equal opportunity and competition is thereby fostered. In UHF 
fact and we, as a CHF broadcaster, cannot reach all of the homes 
] a for television reception from Philadelphia and other VHF 
irkets ) eive a local UHF program the viewer must vo out and buy a 
converted ay an additional amount for the UHF band. We feel this is a 
burden upon most people and as a result it prevents them from receiving th 
competitive service to which the are entitled 
Some of the broadcasters who appear before you will put the fault on the 
networks, but that can’t be true in our case because we have an affiliation with 
NBC and AB¢ We provide topnotch network progaming and excellent local 
programs, but apparently this combination is not enough. We have a well 
rounded program formula locally that includes religion, edneation, entertainment 
and community service Local community leaders have lauded us, but the loca 
dvertisers are not buying enough time to pay the bills 
We have ld an honest coverage story and we have gone to considerable 
expense to measure the noise-free area in which our signal is being received. 
Our research has been substantiated by outside groups such as ARBI, Hooper, 
and NBC researcl The combined efforts indicate that we have approxi 
mately 50,000 sets equipped to receive our picture but when it comes to rating 
ws, the Philadelphia stations capture our audience because the public has 
become accustomed to receiving program service on VHF even though from a 


istant market 

[ have said before that the answer lies in assigning us a VHF channel. Our 
engineering studies indicate that channel 5 which we had originally applied 
for before the freeze can be used in Reading by installing a semidirectional 
ntenn We are satisfied that we will not cause interference to any other 
VHF station, and that the directional antenna could be installed with the 
greatest simplicity. 

It would require, however, a change in FCC regulations, particularly in mile 
age separation on cochannels and adjacent channels, to achieve this end. Di 
rectional arrays protecting stations on cochannels and adjacent channels in 
radio are accepted as fact today \ reexamination of the VHF—-UHF channel 
problem in mileage separation and the use of directional antennas might well 
olve similar problems in many markets of the country facing situations such 
as ours 

Also, if the FCC permitted low power for these proposed VHF stations, it 

ould protect all existing high-power VHF stations and assure local equally 
ompetitive service in markets such as ours and also make available local 
community service programs unavailable from distantly located high-powered 
VHF stations 

The Hawley Broadcasting Co. does not desire to interfere with any other 
existing television station on the VHF band nor to improve its position at 
the expense of any other UHF station The proposal that I have made wi 
not cause undue interference to existing stations on channel 5 but will permit 
a solution to our problems 

If the Commission will authorize us to use a directional antenna in this 
manner we will automatically compete on an even basis for the SO percent 
market saturation that now exists in VHF receivers 

I would like to point out one other factor which we regard as very significant 
UHF frequencies are comparable to line of sight, and natural barriers such 
as hills, mountains, and ridges seriously interfere with program reception. The 
people of Reading and environs live in valleys. Consequently even though v 
do a good coverage job for Reading and Berks County in which Reading is 
located, neighboring towns 30 miles distant have some trouble receiving ou 
signal because of the intervening terrain. With a VHF signal which is not 
nearly as critical to line of sight we would adequately serve these communities 
vith good local and network programs. Then if they had a choice between 
our station and a Philadelphia station, we know that we could prevail. 

It is also important to bear in mind that from our present transmitter loca 

n we n provide a hetter picture in the city of Reading than an 

iti station (he Philadelphia stations must overcome terrain factors 
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which definitely limit the type of reception that the public can receive in 

Reading. As a result, the Philadelphia stations have a relatively poor pictur: 
n Reading which the public endures only because there is no other VHF services 
ailable. to it If we switch to VHF from our existing location we will pro 
de a superb picture which will give to the people of Reading for the firs 
me proper television service from a technical standpoint and most assuredly 
om the standpoint of local program service 


In order that you may visualize the great benefits that would come to us if 
| ere granted a VHF channel, I would like to submit for the record table 
f coverage and market data in our area This table will show that we have 


920 homes within the area of which 54,206 have UHF receivers If we 

tch to channel 5 as | propose, we could reach each of the 219,920 homes 

is increasing our audience potential by four times 

In conclusion, I ask that you seek independent engineering advice to con 
rm my testimony that the use of directional antennas on VHF frequencies 

ll provide the answer to the ills which have beset UHF in many market 
Certainly it will do the job for us in Reading 


El PY. channel 33, Reading, Pa Cove roe nd market data (as 
20, 1954) 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 1] PuTNAM, UHEF TErELEvVISION Stratrion WWLIP 
SPRINGFIELD, MASS 


The following represents the views of the Springfield Television Broadcasting 
Corp., owner and operator of UHF television station WWLP, Springfield, Mass 
mcerning the television situation in general, and the thoughts we have that 
light be of value and interest to your committee I am treasurer of the corpo 
ition and manager of the station. We present only our own opinions and facts 
e know from our own experience. We have been operating on channel 61 
nee March 17, 1953, using a 12-kilowatt transmitter, the highest power available. 
Our situation is not vastly different from a number of people in the television 
business. We are a medium-sized station in the medium-sized community, owned 

local people and endeavoring to provide good service to the community to 

which we are assigned by the FCC 

Let me say at the outset that we knew many of the limitations of UHF trans 
mission before we went into this business. We knew as much as anyone did at 
hat time about the characteristics, advantages of UHF broadcasting. In the 
ast 2 years much data has been accumulated. From operating experience we 
have learned a great deal more. The situation looks somewhat different in the 
ight of facts than it did when most knowledge was theoretical However, we're 
still glad we did it 

We have made good progress, since going on the air, toward establishing 
ourselves as a part of our community Several months ago a national survey 
indicated that over half of the people in Springfield have television receivers 
capable of receiving our UHF signal in their homes. This compares with about 
SO percent of the homes in our city which can receive the VHF station in New 
Iiaven, which has been established for several years and in whose fringe area 
Springfield is located. 








We are encouraged by the progress we have made. The networks (NBC and 
ABC) have been very helpful to us National and locai advertisers have seen 
he effectiveness of our station We are not what might be called “blue chiy 


but we are doing well 
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Our major question is whether the channel allocations system and power limita- 
tions now in effect are consistent with the expressed desire of the FCC to estab- 
lish local television stations that will serve their local communities. This we 
feel is the most important matter that can be studied by your committee. The 
Commission decided that it wanted commercial channels assigned so that every 
part of the country could have its own television station in its economic com 
munity It has even gone to the extent of assigning channels to communities 
with less than 10,000 population. We feel that some effort must be made to 
see that those stations are allowed to exist financially, in areas where it is 
still possible 

Since there is a yast difference between the various frequencies that are 
assigned for television operation and since this is the only difference between 
any station assigned to our community and any station that might be assigned 
to any other nearby community, it is our opinion that the Commission must 
review the channel assignments that are currently in effect. 

At present, in the market we are assigned to cover, there are a number of 
outside television signals receivable, all of which vary in quality. The principal 
of these is channel 8, which is assigned to New Haven. This station has been 
on the air for a number of years and it has a desirable VHF frequency. We 
are able to compete with them because of our local shows which interest the peo- 
ple of this area, and because of our full network schedule, but due to the cost 
of UHF receiving equipment, people have a tendency to be slow about conversion. 
Our signal is stronger than these outside channels, but equipment is not avail 
able with which people can receive our signal as readily as they receive VHF 
channels. This is a problem that we expect will disappear with the passage of 
time, as better receiving antennas and better tuning equipment for UHF are 
developed 

We still have fears, however, for the ultimate outcome. We are aware that 


in the not too distant future the FCC will authorize a channel 3 station in Hart- 
ford, about 25 miles from Springfield. Anyone familiar with the current channel 
* proceedings will realize that this channel is being fought over intensely. The 
reason for this intense fight is the great value of the channel from a commercial 
point of view. Everyone knows that a low band VHF signal can reach a 
greater area, regardless of terrain or any other limitation, and hence will attract 
advertisers more readily. Because of the unfavorable frequency we have to use, 
we look with great apprehension on the construction of this channel. Our future 
economic health, as well as the whole idea of local television stations in the 
Springfield metropolitan area will be seriously affected. 

The Connecticut Valley area is set up in the channel allocation system so that 
it will be served by UHF stations. Except for New Haven, at the extreme south, 
all stations on the air, or assigned, in this valley are UHF. We feel that it will 
be eminently unfair to the whole idea of local stations if channel 3 is allowed 
to go on the air in Hartford as a commercial station. We do not mean by this 
that VHF stations should not go on the air in other parts of the country. In 
many areas VHF is so well established that it is extremely unlikely that UHF 
stations will ever amount to a great deal without a major reorganization of 
the whole television picture. However, in our area there is great hope for 
UHF, provided it is given a chance. 

Equipment is readily available so that the maximum power can be radiated on 
channel 3, which from Hartford will completely cover our area. Even disre- 
garding all the other considerations I have mentioned above, this alone would 
be frightfully unfair competitively since we canpot possibly fight back in power 
output 

Any electronics engineer can give exact information on the relative value of 
a signal at 60 megacycles as opposed to 600 megacycles. While it is not exactly 
a 10-to-1 ratio it is greatly different in signal strength at a very limited dis- 
tance from the point of transmission. The Commission allowed for this dis- 
crepancy in effectiveness of power output by allowing greater power to UHF 
stations. Of course, this whole business is theoretical since no one has yet even 
designed equipment to radiate the maximum permissible power in the UHF band. 
We have found that with the most powerful equipment available we are radiat- 
ing 146 kilowatts of visual power and this appears to be all we will be able 
to radiate for some time. Even if more powerful equipment were available 
preliminary indications are that the operating expenses would be prohibitive. 
Our monthly electric bill alone woud increase by $2,673.77. The additional 
matter of amplifier tube rental is a figure I would hesitate to think of and hate to 
have quoted 
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UHF can continue to succeed in our area if it remains a UHF area, but if a 
mmercial VHF channel is allowed in here, then we believe it will make all 
e UHF stations extremely marginal, at best. We feel that your committee 
n recommend action to solve this problem in our area and perhaps thereby 
e up with a solution that will help many other areas with similar problems. 
Our suggestion would be one of the following: Make channel 3 in Hartford 
educational channel and at the same time release channel 24, presently set 
de for education purposes, to commercial broadcasters. This plan would make 
of our Connecticut Valley (north of New Haven) a UHF commercial area 
| would thereby enable the communities to develop their own stations in 
ordance with their needs. Another solution would be to reduce the maxi 
im permissible power output on VHF stations, either in general or in cer- 
iinareas. Also reduce the heicht above average terrain from which their center 
radiation is to be. This would restrict the vast regional coverage that VHF 
tions enjoy. A third solution would be to move channel 3 to a predominantly 
VHF area. 


——_———_ 


You hear a lot of talk these days about how much money is being lost by new 
V stations, particularly those in the UHF band. But the condition is not 
thout precedent, as this summary of early television financial history shows. 


Losing MoNry IN TELEVISION ISN’r NEW 
(By Earl B. Abrams) 


At the UHF hearings which the Senate Communications Subcommittee will con- 
ct, one of the principal arguments for UHF protection will be that station 
perators are facing protracted periods of financial loss. However valid that 
reument may be, it is pertinent to recall that VHF operators faced similar 

spects back in the early days of TV. Last week Broadcasting-Telecasting 
ent to the record books to see how VHF fared when it was the pioneering 
ervice. 

Losses—heavy losses—are not new in television. Certainly, for the first few 

irs even the now vaunted VHF stations went deeply into the red. 

Although TV began its first commercial stirrings in 1946, following the con 

ision of World War II, it was not until 1948 that it coalesced into a separate 
ement of broadcasting. This was recognized then by the FCC which, for the 

t time in its annual financial reports, gave TV a separate accounting—all of 

e table. 

In 1948, the Commission reported that the television broadcast industry 
hich comprised 4 networks and 50 stations—showed a loss of $15 million 
erall. The 40 non-network-owned stations showed a loss of $8.5 million. 

Television losses mounted in 1949. According to that year’s FCC financial 
eport, networks and stations (98 altogether) went into the red to the extent of 
$25.3 million. Losses for the 85 non-network-owned stations amount to $13.3 

llion. 

Only 4 stations, of the 98 which operated for the full 12 months of 1949, showed 
i profit. One station did not have data available. 

In 1950 some of the red ink had turned to black. Although the total industry 

ss for 14 network-owned stations and 93 independently owned stations was 
“9.2 million, the latter showed an aggregate profit before Federal taxes of 
$800,000. Fifty-three stations made a profit that year and 53 reported a loss 
and 1 failed to supply data). The median income of the 53 profitable stations 
as $129,000; the median loss, $88,300. 

Thirty stations reported losses between $1 and $100,000: twelve $100,000, 
and $200,000 ; six, $200,000 and $400,000, and five, over $400,000. 

Based on reports of losses from 47 nonnetwork-owned stations, 16 had done a 
gross business of up to $200,000; 16, from $200,000 to $400,000; 7 from $400,000 
to $600,000: 4, from $600,000 to $800,000; 3 from $1 million to $1.5 million, and 
1, over $1.5 million. 

In the 1-station communities in 1950, 18 stations reported losses; in the 2- 
station markets, 18 reported losses; in the 3-station cities, 6 reported losses; in 
the 4-station markets, 2 reported losses, and in the 7-station markets, 9 reported 
losses. 


48550—54——25 
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By 1951 TV stations were by and large “in the black.” Total income befor 
Federal taxes amounted to $41.6 million for 15 network-owned and 93 ind 
pendent stations. The latter made a profit of $30.6 million before taxes. 

In that year, 92 stations reported a profit, and 14 reported losses (and 2 did 
not furnish the required data). 

Median income of the 92 stations reporting a profit was $330,000; the media 
losses for the 14 stations reporting losses were not computed because of t! 
small number of stations involved. 


IMPROVEMENT IN 1951 


Changes occurring in 96 stations which operated for the full 12 months 
1950 and 1951 were as follows: Five stations reported increased losses; 
creased income; 1 losses in 1951 but profits in 1950; 6, decreased losses; 
profits in 1951 against losses in 1950, and 49, increased income. 

lhree stations reported losses of less than $100,000; 4, between $100,000 ar 
200,000 ;, between $200,000 and $400,000; 2, between $400,000 ar 
800.000, and 2. over SS00,000. 

Relationship between gross revenues and losses, indicated that 3 of the stations 

the red grossed less than $250,000; 2, between $250,000 and $500,000; 1 


between $500,000 and $750,000; 1, between $1 million and $1.25 million; 


between $1.5 million and S2 million: 3, between $2 million and $2.5 million, ar 


$ 
$ 


2, between $2.5 million and $3 million. 

Most of the 14 stations losing money in 1951 were in cities of over 2 milli 
population. These totaled nin Three such stations were in 500,000-1 millior 
markets, 1 in the 250,000-500,000 class and 1 in the under 250,000 category. 

In the 40 one-station markets, only 1 station reported a loss; in the 11 two 
station markets, 3; in the 8 three-station cities, 2, and in the 2 seven-station 
area, 8. 

In 1952—the latest year for which official FCC data are available, the 122 
stations on the air reported income before Federal taxes of $55.5 millio 
Ninety-three nonnetwork-owned stations, operating for the full year, made 
profit of $45.8 million and 14 other nonnetwork-owned stations, on the air fo 
less than 6 months, reported a loss of $200,000. 

The average profit before taxes for the 93 stations operating for the fu 
year was $500,000. 

Only 94 of the 108 stations which operated commercially for the full yea: 
reported a profit; 14 indicated a loss. The median profit of the 94 successful 
stations was $450,000. The median losses for the 14 stations which failed to 
make a profit were not computed due to the small number of stations involved 

Of 105 stations in operation for the full year in 1951 and 1952, three indicated 
an increased loss in 1952; nine indicated decreased income in 1952, four showed 
a loss in 1952 and income in 1951, five listed a decreased loss in 1952, five 
indicated income in 1952 and loss in 1951 and 79 listed increased income for 1952 

ive stations reported they lost more than $100,000; three, between $100,000 
and $200,000; three, between $200,000 and $400,000 and three, over $800,000. 

Relationship between gross revenues and the 14 stations which reported losses 
in 1952 showed that 1 took in less than $500,000; 3, between $500,000 and $750, 
000; 1, between $750,000 and $1 million; 1, between $1.25 million and $1.5 million 
1, between $1.5 million and $2 million; 3, between $2 million and $2.5 million 
3, between $2.5 million and $3 million, and 1, over $3 million. 

Surprisingly, no station in a city with a population below 250,000 was among 
the 14 stations reporting a loss. One was in a city with a population between 
250,000 and 500,000 ; 2, between 500,000 and 1 million; 2, between 1 and 2 million ; 
and 9, over 2 million. 

In the 40 one-station communities in 1952, no station reported a loss; in the 
11 two-station communities, 1 station reported a loss; in the 8 three-statio: 
communities, 2; in the 2 four-station communities, 2; in the 2 seven-station 
communities, 9. 


Senator Porrer. I recognize Mr. Seymour Krieger. 

Mr. Krrecer. I am counsel of the Joint Committee on Educational! 
Television. 

In the interest of saving time, I would like permission to submit a 
written statement and forego the opportunity of speaking orally. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you kindly and the committee 
appreciates the fact that you are saving us time on that. 
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| be made a part of the record. 
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The second UHF educational station that has been on the air for some time 
is Station WKAR-TYV operated by Michigan State College at East Lansing, Mich 
This station has been operating since January 15, 1954, and there are in opera- 
tion in that area 1 VHF station, WJIM-TV on channel 6, and 1 commercial UHF 
station WILS-—-TV on channel 54. According to a survey conducted in February 
of this year more than 33,000 television sets were in use in Lansing and East 
Lansing and more than 33 percent of these sets were capable of receiving UHF 
signals. The A. C. Neilson Coverage Service for CBS—TV reports that in Ingham 
County in which WKAR-TYV is located there were as of November 1, 1953, 42,200 
families with television sets and that 13,800 or 25 percent of these families had 
sets capable of receiving UHF programs. According to this same survey, as of 
the same date last November, there were 1,417,930 TV families in the State of 
Michigan. Only 59,120, or approximately 3 percent, had sets capable of receiving 
UHF programs. 

In addition to the above two UHF educational stations, WHA-TV officially 
began broadcasting about 2 weeks ago. This station is licensed to the Wiscon 
sin State Radio Council at Madison, Wis., and operates on UHF channel 21 
There are two commercial UHF stations operating in Madison, occupying chan 
nels 27 and 33. There is only one VHF channel assigned to that city and it is 
now involved in a competitive hearing and no station as yet has been authorized 
on it. Because the only stations operating at present in Madison are UHF, 
practically all the sets in the city and nearby area are equipped to receive UHF 
signals. According to recent estimates, approximately 30,000 sets are in Use 
It is significant to note that in Janesville, Wis., about 30 miles from Madison, a 
commercial company has recently installed 300 television receivers and roto- 
matic tuners with channel strips to receive programs from the 3 UHF stations 
in Madison. 

The Greater Cincinnati Educational Television Foundation has almost com 
pleted the construction of its educational station WCET on UHF channel 48 
at Cincinnati, Ohio. This station is expected to commence broadcasting in the 
very near future. Ohio State University has begun construction of its educa 
tional television station WOSU-TV to be operated on UHF channel 34 in 
(‘oO mbus. 

Construction permits for new UHF educational stations have been granted 
in 12 other communities in the United States. In addition, there are three 
applications for UHF educational stations pending before the FCC. 

In a substantial number of the 168 communities where there are UHF channels 
reserved for education, local organizations have been set up and are at work 
making plans to file applications for educational stations. Because of the gen- 
eral progress that has already been made in the development of educational 
UHF stations, the joint committee is vitally concerned in protecting the gains 
already made by the educators in these communities and in helping in every way 
possible to solve the problems concerning the development of UHF about which 
your committee is concerned. 

A proposal has been made that the Federal Communications Commission 
impose a freeze on further grants of construction permits for television stations. 
This would apply to both commercial and noncommercial stations in both the 
VHF and UHF bands. The Joint Committee on Educational Television is op 
posed to this proposal because in numerous communities over the country edu 
cators have made substantial progress in their plans to establish educational! 
stations and a freeze on new grants for an indefinite period, as has been proposed, 
would interfere seriously with the culmination of these plans. 

While the Joint Committee on Educational Television is not at this time 
prepared to evaluate other proposals which have been made in this hearing, 
hecause of our great interest and concern for educational UHF we stand read) 
to cooperate in every way possible and to supply any information we have at 
hand to assist this subcommittee in its efforts to solve the problems of UHF 
television to the end that an efficient nationwide television service will be made 
possible and the educational interests of the country served. 


Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. Robert J. Campbell, 
director of the Dayton Educational Foundation, Dayton, Ohio. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. CAMPBELL, DIRECTOR, DAYTON 
EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FOUNDATION 


Mr. Campseti. I represent the Dayton Educational Television 
Foundation and its executive director, Mr. Chairman and Senators 
of the committee. 

First of all, may I say thanks for the invitation to appear before 
vour committee. I wish, however, that this statement on behalf of 
the Joint Committee on Educational Television had been available 
before in enough time so that I might have seen what they have to 

y about educational television. 

I have no prepared statement and, with your permission, I will 
speak from notes. 

Senator Porrer. It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Camppett. The Dayton Educational Television Foundation 
was incorporated as a nonprofit corporation under the laws of the 
State of Ohio and, quoting from the articles of incorporation, article 3: 


Said corporation is formed for the purpose of (1) serving the educational needs 
of the area through radio television programing he advancement of educa 
tional programing and in effecting nonprofit ed ional television broadeast 

ce, and (2) acquiring and holding over said money, real estate, and other 


roperty to carry out said purposes and doing any and all things reasonable, 
proper, and necessary for said purpose. 

The Dayton Educational Teievision Foundation was formed but 
not incorporated as of January 2 of this year. The Incorporation 
was effective as of April 15, commencing official business as a corpora 

on on April 15 of this year. 

(Juoting now from the first quarterly report as submitted by me to 
my board of trustees: 


Although considerable work was done in behalf of the Dayton Edueationa 
Television Foundation prior to January 1, 1954, this report shall concern itself 
with the activities of the foundation during the first 3 months of 1954 

At a meeting prior to January 1, the proposed incorporators of the foundation 
met and appointed Robert J. Campbell as executive director of the foundation 


and assigned to him the duties of writing, producing, and supervising radio and 
television shows of an educational nature. 

On January 2, 1954, offices (furnished by the University of Dayton) were occu 
pied by the foundation and a meeting was arranged between the foundation and 
the program departments of television stations WHIO-TV, WIFE-TY, and 
WLW-D for the purpose of selecting time to be used by the foundation and t 
be furnished free by the stations as offered by them prior to this time. 

Before the actual beginning of our operations we were in several 
meetings with representatives of the three stations at that time who 
offered us as much time as we felt we could conceivably use for the 
purpose of educational television programs. 

Our purpose in doing this was (1) to prove to the public in Dayton 
that we were able to program educational television programs that 
would be acceptable by the public, and (2) to gain some experience 
in the production of television programs of an educational nature. 

Senator Porrer. Do you plan on having your own station even 
tually ? 


3X) STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


Mr. Camreseit. We hope by proving to the public of Dayton, to 
raise money enough through public subscription, to be able at som 
future time to build our own educational station. The allocation from 
the educational commission assigned channel 16 for educational 


mrposes, 
I was offered the job as executive director by reason of my experienc: 
in television. that being now more than 8 years. 


In spite of their willingness to cooperate with the foundation, stations 
WHIO-TV and WLW-D were not able to immediately arrange time for the 
production of educational programs because of their heavy commercial schedul 
However, WIFE-TV, having just begun programing, and having a lighter com 
mercial schedule, was able to offer to the foundation alinost unlimited time fo 

ing 
of programs either in format or s« ‘pt stage was submitted to al 
These programs had been approved by the board of trustees, pr 
the foundation From this list stations were to choose those pro 
rams which were most acceptable to them from the standpoint of ease of 
production, compatability to already scheduled programs, and audience appeal 
\ fnll report of those programs aired will be found on following pages 

While there has been no paid professional staff, with the exception of Di 
Campbell, the programing during the first quarter of operation has been possib] 
because of the wholehearted cooperation of teachers, parents, school children, 
university students, and staff as well as various business and professional groups 

Although the foundation produced 98 radio and television shows during the 
first quarter of this year; that total would have been more than 135 had not 
station WIFE-TV suspended operations on channel 22 on March 13. Of the 
98 shows produced. the placement was as follows: 69 TV shows on WIFE-TV 
19 TV shows on WHIO-TV: 1 AM show on WONE: 0 shows on WLW-D: 9 AM 
and TV shows (in part) on all stations for promotion of the Urban League's 
Vocational Opportunity Campaign Week 

In addition to the shows produced, three new series of shows (described later) 
were in rehearsal for airing starting the week after WIFE-TV announced thei 
suspension of operation and six other shows are not in the process of develop 
ment While the above breakdown of programing shows no activity on the 
part of WLW-—D, one show has been planned and prepared for that station, t 
he telecast from noon to 12:30 each Sunday, starting on April 18, 1954. 

Other activities of the foundation during the past 3 months include 28 speeches 
by Dr. Campbell to service, church, and parent-teacher groups interested in 
educational television: more than 15 other speeches by Mr. Clarke and Mi 
Harris and others of the board of trustees and a campaign of direct and news 
paper publicity by Mr. Clarke and Mr. Harris in favor of the foundation, In 
cooperation with the Junior League, a 12-hour workshop on educational tele 
vision has been planned for the month of May and other workshops of specific 
nature are being planned for the summer months. To give the foundation a 
better understanding of the needs for educational television, a survey of the 
viewing habits of school-age boys and girls has been started with the cooperation 
of the University of Dayton 

During this first quarter of 1954, the Dayton Educational Television Founda 
tion has acted in an ex officio capacity since the actual incorporation of the organ 
ization has not yet been accomplished. Therefore, considerable time has beer 

the foundation in trying to settle the legal technicalities of incorpo 

reason why I welcome the opportunity to speak before this 

committee is because I hope those whose interests, perhaps financially, 

are much greater than ours will not forget that educational television 

has been provided for by this committee through the activities of ou 
Federal Communications Commission. 

I feel very small in being here because I have no station. That has 
gone out of operation. I do not object much because that has not 
been thrown down the drain. I feel that I have a great responsi 


bility to the great number of people particularly in our.community 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 38] 


mbering nearly one-half million people whose interests have been 


dueational television 
When station WIFE-TV went off the air we were flooded with a 
eat number of letters and telephone calls and post cards saying 


it was regretted by all these people that we had to suspend all 
e shows that were produced, Those letters and post cards, while 
lid not bring them to show vou, came from representatives of such 


PTaniZAtions as the women’s clubs, the American Federation of 
Ly ibor. the med eal SOC 1¢ ty C mmunity Welfare, the Red Cross. Good 
il] Industries, YWCA, the Dairy Council, chambers of commerce, 
e Dayton Bar Association, the Farm Bureau, and the list goes on 

1 on, of civic-minded organizations and individuals who stated 

ir regret that we had to curtail our production of educational tele 


on c} ows, 


Che other thing that has had a great deal of influence on it is the 
et that we have had a UHF failure and that does not mean that we 
nnot continue our principles for educational television even using 
innel 16 in our city, but it does mean that there has been a reluc 
e on the part of those people who had formerly hown a gre: 
erest toward the building and support of the station to v0 ahead 
th it in the face of a commercial failure in our city. I do not mean 
it it is not possible to go ahead because we have in operation a plan 
‘ich IT think and hope will allow us to continue our operations. 
I would like to say this, and speaking now as authorized by my 
ard of trustees, we would like very much to see a third station on 
ommercial basis in our city as well as being able, in the future, to 
Id our educational station, the reason being that we feel that the 
ore stimulation there is in television, by and large, the better job 
e will be able to do in educational television, first of all, because it 
; going to be some time before we will be able to be on the air with 
r own edueational television. The business of raising that sort of 
pital isa rather tedious and laborious proposition. 
Senator Porter. How much capital do you think you will need ¢ 
Mr. Camppetn. According to an estimated budget, we would require 
pproximately $250,000 to put our station on the air and maintain it 
or 1 year. This is a verv low figure, but this is baséd on the opera 
on of 20 to 25 hours of educational programing per week. 
Thereafter it would cost us $90,600 per year operational costs. 
These are estimated, and are based on existing educational type sta- 
ions, actual figures, and I got figures from manufacturers and others 
vho would have to supply us. 
Senator Porrrr. Are there any other questions of Mr. Campbell? 
Thank you very much, Mr. Campbell. 
We will now hear from Mr. Benedict P. Cottone of the UHF Coo: 
inating Committee. 


STATEMENT OF BENEDICT P. COTTONE, UHF COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. Corronr. I am very grateful, Mr. Chairman, for the commit 
tee’s indulgence in permitting me to come in at this point. I only 
isked for that privilege and opportunity because of an event maybe 
of some importance in the consideration of the problem we have here 
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this afternoon, this event having occurred last night. I will get to 
that, if I may. 

My name is Benedict P. Cottone. I am an attorney practicing 
law in the city of Washington, being associated with Scott Lucas 
in the law firm of Lucas & Thomas. 

We have been engaged as counsel for the UHF Coordinating Com 
mittee and work with a group that consists of 70 UHF broadcasters 
in the country. 

The group has grown, having initially started with a very small 
number of stations. 

My statement is not prepared. We did have a prepared statement, 
but in view of a good deal of the testimony that you have heard it 
became unnecessary for me to say the things that I thought had to 
be said. 

Briefly, I might tell you that the purpose of my prepared statement 
was to try to give this committee the benefit of the thinking as to the 
consequences of the monopolistic situation which we believe firmly we 
are headed for unless something drastic is done. 

I need not repeat what Mr. Bergman said, and I think he illus 
trated very vividly some of the consequences. 

If I may be permitted to add one further mention of the conse 
quence that flows with respect to the right of the public to obtain the 
necessary information and the necessary discussion of public issues 
that flows out of the candidacy for public office, the committee is well 
aware of the provisions in section 315 of the act which intends to 
assure that candidates for public office have some opportunity to reach 
their constituents whose vote they are trying to get. With the kind of 
time limitation that will occur from the type of monopolistic situation 
that we have had and have heard so much about, we think it is a very 
serious danger to candidates for public office and they will have a 
most difficult time in obtaining at a local level the opportunity to reach 
their constituents and to get before them the issues of campaigns on 
which they are running for office. 

Senator Porrer. In some cases that might be considered a publi 
service. 

Mr. Corronr. I would not wish to suggest at this late date that 
the premise on which that was put into the act was erroneous. 

Before I start with a discussion of what I was directed to say this 
morning, I would like to dispose of a very brief item. First, we had 
several witnesses whom we had expected to put on who have had pre- 
pared statements made and we are giving them to the committee and 
we are now offering the prepared statements of Mr. Elfred Beck, 
the owner of station KCEB, Tulsa, Okla. 

The next is the prepared statement of Mr. Theodore B. Pitman, 
Jr., from television station WTAO, Cambridge, Mass. 

The next is the statement of Mr. Gary Cohen, vice president of 
WBUF-TY, Buffalo, N. Y. 

And if I may at this moment also, if it has not been already in- 
cluded in the record, with the committee’s permission I should like to 
have included a column by Mr. Jack Gould of the New York Times 
discussing this problem and entitled “The Crisis in UHF.” I would 
like to ask that the pencil marks on this item be disregarded. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, the statements of Mr. Elfred 
Beck, Mr. Theodore B. Pitman, Jr., and Mr. Gary Cohen, and also 
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the newspaper article by Mr. Jack Gould will be made a part of the 
ecord at this point. 

(Prepared statements of Elfred Beck, Theodore B. Pitman, Gary 
Cohen, and newspaper article by Jack Gould, are as follows:) 


TESTIMONY OF ELFRED BECK, STATION KCEB, TULSA, OKLA. 


My name is Elfred Beck. I own and operate UHF station KCEB in Tulsa, 
‘kla. I have invested close to a million dollars in the construction and promo- 

m of this station. Recently there arose in Tulsa a serious threat to the sur- 
val of my station and to the interests of other Tulsa broadcasters as a result 

the FCC’s grant of VHF channel 8 to Tulsa Broadcasting Co., for the alleged 
urpose of a station in Muskogee, Okla., only 60 miles from Tulsa. 

Che Tulsa Broadcasting Co. is principally owned by the Griffin family, which 
so owns radio station KTUL in Tulsa, radio station KF PW, Fort Smith, Ark., 
dio station KOMA, Oklahoma City, 50 percent of KWTYV, a television station 

Oklahoma City, also television station KATV, Pine Bluff, Ark 

Tulsa Broadcasting Co. received a grant on April 8, 1954, after 2 other con- 
licting applicants withdrew their applications after the Commission held a 
(-minute hearing. The so-called Muskogee station will locate its tower and 
‘ansmitter only 20 miles from Tulsa and will establish their studios in Tulsa 
tself with “the obvious purpose” of getting an additional television service into 
he Tulsa market. 

Four television channels have been assigned to Tulsa for commercial service 

6, 17, and 23. Television station KOTV, broadcasting on channel 6, has been 
n operation for more than 4% years. Television station KCEB, my own sta- 


2 


on, has been granted a license on channel 23, and we have been in program 
perations since March 13 of this year. A construction permit for channel 17 
has been granted to Mr. Arthur R. Olson, a resident of Tulsa. Two applicants 
for channel 2, Central Plains Enterprises, Inc., and Oil Capitol Television Corp 
ave heen designated for comparative hearings. 

Tulsa Broadeasting Co, owner of radio station KTUL in Tulsa, did not 
ittempt to file application on any of the channels legitimately allocated to 
broadcast in the Tulsa market. The express reason for their failure to apply 
for a proper Tulsa channel was that even after a long and expensive hearing, 
they could not be sure of obtaining such a grant. Further, Tulsa Broadcast- 
ng Co. felt that it would be a much simpler matter to overcome competitive 
ipplicants in Muskogee, and then to locate their transmitter for channel 8 only 
20 miles from Tulsa and be able to cover the Tulsa market, instead of utilizing 
heir Muskogee channel for the benefit and interest of the people of the area 
n which the channel was designated. 

It should be pointed out that if the proposals of Tulsa Broadcasting Co. 
ire approved, and its plans are put into effect, such a development will have 
ertain results. 

First, the proposal would subject the rightful and legitimate holders of 
television franchises to unfair, inequitable, and unwarranted competition from 
an organization presumably authorized to provide television service for an 
entirely separate and distinct community; and, second, a transmitter located 
n accordance with Tulsa Broadcasting Co.’s proposal, in order to encroach 
ipon the Tulsa market, is situated in a position where service to its proper 
service area is diminished. It is demonstrable that, from the standpoint of 
most efficient coverage of the population of the Muskogee area, more desirable 
transmitter locations, with higher natural elevations and more strategic posi- 
tions, are available to the east and northeast of the city. <A transmitter in 
such a location would not only allow complete coverage of channel 8's proper 
service area, but would provide service to the people in areas of eastern Okla- 
homa and western Arkansas to whom the benefits of television broadcasting 
would not otherwise be available. 

I should also like to raise a further point, that of “duopoly” television stations, 
which supply appreciable service to overlapping areas. 

Tulsa Broadcasting Co. proposes to erect a 1,000-foot tower for the trans- 
mission of channel 8 signals at a distance of only 20 miles from Tulsa. Broad- 
casting with 316 kilowatts of effective radiated power from an overall elevation 
in excess of 1,900 feet above sea level, the management claims, and I believe 
with justification, that the station will be able “to blanket an area 75 to 100 
miles from the transmitter.” The common owners of KWTV in Oklahoma 
City and Tulsa Broadcasting Co. also propose to broadcast over channel 9 in 
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Oklahoma City with 316 kilowatts of effective radiated power from an antent 


L575 feet in height, thus, in effect, to furnish receivable television servic: | 
throughout the major portion of Oklahoma. Assuming that the effective radius 


of the Oklahoma City installation will be at least that of the proposed Muskogee 
outl d recognizing that the airline distance between the 2 installatior 
S appro ately 100 airline miles, the area in which transmission service 
will overlap is appreciable, and the population of this overlapping area wil 


be provided with 2 television services under common policy and operating 
As a further consideration, television stations, even under fair competitiv: 
condition must rely upon network affiliations and network 
establish economic stability and security. 


lwo VHE and 2 UHF channels have been assigned to Tulsa, and franchises 


programing { 


on all 4 of these channels will eventually be assigned and operated upor 
Appi of the pial Pulsa Broadcasting Co. to locate its station in a posi 


selected so that 


innel S may be practically considered to b 
a competitive service the Tulsa market is prejudicial to the interests of th 


egitimate license holders in Tulsa, who are then place in jeopardy with respe 





» ¢ i g affili igreements with 1 of only 4 available network pro 
gram soul rhe pardy is especially marked in the case of the two existin 
UHFE fr chise hold mm channe 17 and 23, inasmuch as the operators under 
the grant rm ready saddled with serious competitive problems attendai 
wpe the inequalit } een current UHE circulation and established VHI 
in the Tulsa market. The reality of this threat has been proved 

( ‘ Se n which nego tions with American Broadcasting Co. have be 
broke by the ne 1 d they have announced intentions of waiting 1 
the cor etio the station of Tulsa Broadcasting ¢ 

Phe continuati f UHI ulation increase is vitally dependent upon the 
‘ bi I I program vhich will induce the potential audience of 
thie 1 ! » acquire receivers which will make additional network pre 
grt i ‘ It is undeniable that the establishment of a third VHI 
ta leliberate and admi diy located blanket the Tulsa market a 
is proposed by Tulsa Broadcasting Co., would offer strong inducement to a 
east o1 network affiliate wit] Ss outlet with its broad VHF coverage, 
the « n of legitimate Tulsa UHF outlets which now are, or may become 
\ lable I lu 1 an hich Lor i tim will have a less extensive audiences 

rl Federal Communit ons Commission has frequently expressed its dee] 
nter n the welfare and expansion of UHF television services as the only 
means of pi ding a broad, universal television service in the interest of the 
greatest percentage of the population of the United States. An economic threat, 
such a implicit in the plan of Tulsa Broadcasting Co., as disclosed above 
is grossly inimical to that interest and, if executed, may well spell the economic 
death valuable and useful UHF television service to which the people of 
Tulsa and the Tulsa region are entitled 

Tulsa Broadcasting Co. did not wait long after it received a grant for a 


Muskogee station to move into Tulsa with a heavy promotional campaign. This 
campaign consisted of newspaper advertisements and announcements, billboard 
posters, repeated announcements on their radio station in Tulsa, and many 
other publicity stunts having the effect of keeping the public from converting 
their sets or buving sets which could receive UHF. 

When two UHF stations in Oklahoma City were struggling for their eco 
nomic life and attempting to stimulate the conversion of television receivers 
to make new program resources available, the common owners of KWTV and 
Tulsa Broadcasting Co. began a campaign to deter and to discourage conver 
sion in that city. As is obvious, the entire intent of widely published advertis« 
ments was to discourage and to stop the expansion of broad and diversified 
program service in the interest of the population of the region whose best 
interests they were obligated and professed to serve. 

That this threat is a dangerous reality and not merely an hysterical cry of 
‘wolf” is fully borne out by the UHF experience story in Little Rock, Ark. The 
circumstances are the same—the principals in interest are the same—the tactics 
are the same—and the results will be the same if KTUL’s proposals with respect 
to channel 8 in Muskogee are allowed to develop. The Little Rock story is as 
follows: 

KRTV. broadcasting on channel 17, went on the air in April 1953 with a 
transmitter located in Little Rock best to serve the people of the area. 
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KRTV commenced operations under affiliation agreements with CBS, NB¢ 
and Du Mont 
KATY under a grant on channel 7 in Pine Bluff. Ark 











commenced opera 
me tions under affiliation agreements with CBS, ABC, and NBC in December 
1953 
The principal owners of KATY, Pir Bluff, are the same as those 
KTUL, Tulsa, of KWTY, Oklahoma City, and of Tulsa Broadcasting ¢ 
I applicants for channel 8 in Muskogee 
: The KATY, Pine Bluff, transmitter is equidistant from Pine Bluff and 
Little Rock, which are 40 miles ay cline parall f the I l id 
casting ¢ S proposal for channel 8 in Muskogee 
As an oO rowth of stringent competituun by the encroaching signal of 
= KATY in the greater Little Rock are res ing ft the placement the 
transm 0 such un r compe m, KRTV has be old 
ys KATY ts The KRTV permit on channel! 17 Little Rocl 
Sy eople of the area deprived of a servic W 
i el 
, Be e of the Greater Little Rock ¢ 1 KATV in P B 
: | (‘BS considered dropping its KRTYV affiliation in Little Roc 


s EMENT OF THErovoRE B. PITMan, J WTAO-TY 


ly 1 i Cheodo B. I J ( | ze, M [ e be 
\ ( and advet S ! s cs 
SSIist idvertising er of ti I Na na ! b i i 
cer ol ‘ aio el \ i ‘ { é 
ow June of 1948 I ing that, 1 was sale iger fi 
t SUI , iK ng hi = ft { \ it i il el I i l W i il I ‘ Li 
rector for o f New Et rgest rti ru é ‘ J Dowd 
( where ] | das! LS live hows a week on Ne Eng 1 tele 
itions In my cay f it time I also per med th l g 
o and tel n time for the clie f the agency Following th 1 be 
ime vice president of the Julian Gross organization of Hartford, C« opera 
rs of WKNB-TV in New Britain and owners of the Julian Gross Adv sing 
gene, In the latter job, 1 acted as radio and television director fo e agency 
nd progran director for the television station Following rat, | eca e 
rogram director of WTAQO-TY and of late have served as station manage li 
short, my experience gives me a background in the television industi is a 
rd lent, time buys r, program director and station manage! 
ny 1 am here today to tell you of the present television situation in Boston and 
some of the current problems of station WTAO-TV. WTAO-TV is UHF 
station operating in an intermixed market. Two VHF stations are in operation 
n the Boston market and have been since 1948. Our station went on the air 
3 commercially in September 1953. By lack of network programing, WTAO-TY 
ne s currently forced to cut back to operating only 3% hours per day, 7 days per 
I week: out of that total number of hours we have an hour and 30 minutes of 
= network time from the Du Mont network, and 15 minutes of network time from 


aan the ABC network. In other words, out of a total of 24.5 hours per week of 
si operation, total network time consists of 1 hour and 45 minutes Of the hour 
and 30 minutes of Du Mont time, 1 hour is a cooperative program, which means 
hat we were allowed to sell it to a local sponsor, and one-half hour is a network 
ponsored program. The 15 minutes of ABC time is network sponsored 

We have been offered more network programs by both networks in the form of 
insponsored sustaining programs, provided we paid the audio line charges into 
as Boston in the case of Du Mont, and provided we paid the audio and video line 
harges into Boston and the program costs in the case of ABC. However, of 
the total network programs coming into Boston from all 4 networks, I estimate 
hat the 2 operating VHF stations, WBZ-TV and WNAC-TY, get 100 percent of 
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NBC and CBS time, 90 percent of Du Mont time, and 75 percent of ABC time 
Therefore, it can be seen that even though Du Mont and ABC networks have 
offered WTAO-TV more program time provided that the station pay the line 
charges plus other costs, the programs being offered are from the “bottom of the 
barrel’’—programs that the two VHF cannot carry, or do not choose to carry. 
The reason for this situation can be seen from our Du Mont affiliation contract, 
which I would like to introduce here as exhibit A. I should like to quote some 
of the wording of that contract at this point. Paragraph 4, on page 2, is entitled 
“First Refusal,” and reads as follows: 

“The station shall have the right of first refusal, subject to the prior right of 
the VHF stations in the Boston area, as long as that right shall continue, good 
for 72 hours, as against all other television broadcast stations in the city to 
which station is allocated, upon all sustaining and cooperative programs offered 
by the network after the effective date of this agreement for delivery to said 
city. If the station does not accept any such program within 72 hours, the 
network shall then have the right to offer such program to any other television 
hroadeast station.” 

I should like to call the attention of the committee to the words, “subject to 
the prior right of the VHF stations in the Boston area, as long as that right shall 
continue.” The original printed contract does not contain these words, and this 
qualification was typewritten into the contract at the time of its execution 
Technically, this contract allows WTAO-TYV to claim tertiary affiliation with 
the Du Mont network. With respect to ABC network, WTAO-TV does not even 
enjoy such a limited and qualified contract, although repeated efforts have been 
made to get even this much from that network. 

The best we have been able to do with ABC is a letter dated October 23, 1953, 
signed by Ned Hullinger, ABC’s regional manager, station relations. I offer a 
copy of this letter as exhibit B. Briefly, the letter contains the terms upon 
which ABC will deliver programs to WTAO-TYV. In digest, the terms specify 
hourly rates and costs. The wording in point 2 contains the phrase, “when and 
if the various co-op programs are offered to you.” With the passage of time, 
those three words, “when and if,” seem to have become the most important 
qualification, because even after months of attempted contact, WTAO-TYV still 
does not know if ABC will offer the station any programs, or when. 

So the situation in Boston, as it concerns television, lines up in the following 
fashion. Four networks come into Boston, and there are three television stations. 
NBC and CBS have primary and basic affiliation contracts with the two existing 
VHF stations; WBZ-TV is the basic NBC outlet, and WNAC-TYV is the basic 
CBS outlet. However, with ABC and Du Mont Networks have primary affilia- 
tions with these two VHF stations. Therefore, these latter two networks have 
to offer these VHF stations first choice on all programs for at least 72 hours. 
Simple arithmetie shows that these VHF stations which already enjoy a choice 
of all NBC and/or CBS programs dependent upon their individual basic affilia- 
tions with those networks get a total of 144 hours, or 6 full days, between them 
to choose from all ABC and Du Mont programs before these programs can be 
offered to WTAO-TV. The 144-hour rule applies to Du Mont only, of course, 
because of our affiliation contract. ABC is not bound by even this rule. I need 
not say that the pickings that remain after this process takes place add very little 
incentive for WTAO-TY to pay for high audio and video line charges into Boston, 
plus other costs, to get the programs that are left. 

Please allow me to give you a few examples of what is taking place. It was 
repeatedly brought to my attention by one of my contacts in the industry that one 
of the networks was in the process of negotiating to place a network show in 
Boston. This process has been going on for weeks, and still the show has not 
been offered to the VHF stations on the 72-hour forfeiture basis. The fact that 
our station is available to the Boston Market does not seem to matter. If the 
negotiating network held to the 72-hour rule which is common to contracts, our 
station would at least have had a crack at that show by this time. However, 
I am not even allowed to find out about such available, or possibly available, 
shows on an above-the-board basis. I cannot even get a chance to approach the 
client about offering him live time on our station. 

Another case example is a program that offers a news broadcast. I learned 
that the VHF stations could not carry this news broadcast on a live time basis, 
i. e., carry the program at the time it is originally telecast from its source. I 
approached the ABC network and offered to carry the program live. I was 
turned down. I asked Mr. Malcolm Lang, ABC station relations director for New 
England, if I might approach the client and offer live time to him. Mr. Lang 
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told me, and I quote, “I do not want you to go to the agency. However, I can’t 
prevent it. But if you do, and if the client questions me, I will recommend 
that they stay where they are on a delayed broadcast basis.” Hence, a news 
program that might be coming into Boston live, and up-to-date, is still being 
telecast 2 days later on a delayed broadcast basis. I leave it to you gentlemen 
to decide if delayed broadcast of news is in the public interest; in my opinion, 
such delayed brcvadcast is not in the public interest. 

I tried to get the John Daly show. I was bluntly told that the advertising 
agency handling that show is not buying UHF stations in intermixed markets 
In short, WTAO-TYV is sitting with its antenna perched over more than 1 mil 
ion television sets in Boston and cannot provide these set owners with additional 
service and program selectivity because there has not been enough program 
ncentive to get these sets converted to receive UHF reception. The two Boston 
VHF stations have enjoyed special privileges for a number of years, and they 

ill continue to enjoy these special privileges even though WTAO-TYV has been 
operating for approximately 74% months. In addition to special privileges for 
VHF in Boston, the average television viewer has been restricted from selecting 
program choice from a third television station. 

We cannot get an affiliation out of ABC. The reason for this is that ABC 
has a primary affiliation with the CBS basic affiliate station, WNAC-—TYV, in 
Boston. In my opinion, from my experience and from actual conversations with 
(BC executives, ABC wishes to keep this affiliation strong because when and if 
pending VHF channel 5 is granted in Boston, they feel that channel 5 will become 
the CBS basic station in Boston and that, therefore, they do not want to do any 
thing to upset, or in any way jeopardize, their relationship with channel 7 
WNAC-TYV. 

Well, what can be done about such a sitttation? You might ask, is more 
network regulation needed? I have had the feeling from the beginning that the 
system adopted for channel allocations was extremely faulty. After several 
years of observation, and actual working experience, I now believe that there 
s no doubt about the unworkability of the present allocations. Intermixture is 
seriously breaking down throughout the country. In my opinion, under the 
present allocation plan, more network regulation is needed to help UHF survive, 
particularly in intermixed markets; however, such regulation will not cure the 
basic and fundamental problem of equal economic natural facilities and oppor 
tunity. I believe the real cure will be a more realistic reallocation that will 
eliminate intermixture; such a reallocation eliminating intermixture might 
make the need for further network regulation unnecessary, or, in any event, hold 
further network regulation to a minimum, 

In my opinion, an immediate suspension of grants should be instituted before 
any more serious and irreparable damage is done to the chance of having a 
truly nationwide competitive television system. I believe that the further 
licensing of VHF and UHF stations at this time is doing considerable harm to 
the possible chance of developing such a truly competitive nationwide television 
system. Once a suspension is called, the next step is an immediate and expedited 
study of reallocation of all existing VHF and UHF channels in order to elimi 
nate intermixture. I feel that eliminating intermixture is the only correct 
solution to the problem facing this entire industry. 

Under such a reallocation, you would then have all VHF stations competing 
on an equal economic basis with equal natural facilities and you would have all 
UHF stations also competing on a similar economic basis. Also, such a plan 
would give the average television viewer the greatest selectivity of programs by 
maximizing network effiliations, as well as promoting local programing. I 
further believe that by this reallocation you would stimulate the building of more 
UHF stations and you would immediately stop the turning in of construction 
permits at the rate they are now being turned in. Therefore, you would en 
courage new businesses in many, many communities and, in that way, you would 
be helping the employment situation throughout the country, as well as establish 
ing a truly nationwide competitive television system 


STATEMENT OF GARY COHEN, VICE PRESIDENT OF WBUF-TV 


My name is Gary Cohen. I am vice president of WBUF-TV, a UHF television 
station in Buffalo, N.-Y. 

I am here to give the subcommittee the history of WBUF-TV to show the 
problems which its management encountered when it accepted the public trust 
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placed upon it as the holder of a television channel allocated to Buffalo to 
vide that community with the best program service possible. 
The organization which became WBUF-TV was first formed in June 1952 
members were some 20 public-spirited businessmen, all from the Buffalo 
a Falls area At that time we had only one television service in our 
As the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area constitutes the 14th largest retail 
the United States, and includes within its limits a population of over 
and a quarter people, the Federal Communications Commission 
+ VHF channels and 2 CHF channels—for commercial purposes 
or educational purpose 
ist 952, the WBUF-TV group filed an application for a UHI 
annel 17. At that time one VHF station was on the air and compet 
ations were on file for both the VHF channels The other UHF 
channel 59—was vacant but subsequently another group applied for 
‘ranted that channel 
SUF made its application it had two choices before it. One, it could 
mpetition for one of the two VHF channels or two, it could file for a 
nne Under the rules governing the processing of applications that 
effect at that time, there appeared to be no liklihood that any VHI 
ild be granted in less than 3 years. The prospects for immediate 
CHF looked good WBUF-TYV realized that many economic obstacles 
path of successful operation of a UHF television station However 
ective of bringing an additional television service to Buffalo at the 
sssible date and with the hope that a 3-year headstart sufficient UHI 
reulation could be built up to make the enterprise worthwhile. 
10, 1952—approximately 1 month after WBUF filed for its UHF 
order for UHF transmitting equipment contingent only 
a construction permit The Commission granted the applica 
An immediate order for the delivery of the equipment 
nanufacturer. Delivery was promised in March of 1953 
1953, before a transmitter was delivered And I an 
itter that was delivered was a 1 kilowatt trans 
d and expected a 5 kilowatt transmitter. 
Commission granted WBUF its television con 
2. Beginning in January 1953 WBUF inau 
y promote the conversion of existing VHF only 
innel receivers. From early January 1953 to the 
when WBUF went on the air, numerous meetings 
‘ tributors and servicemen. WBUF ran and is run 
ads in the loc: ewspapers to acquaint the public with the program 
WRUPF ar the need for conversion. WBUF representatives constant] 
i to assist them in merchandising UHF sets 


y spared. 


} 


is ascribed to other permittees of trying t 
idequate preparation. The day we took the 
ity of our picture was as good as that of the 

as remained good to this day Moreover, the qua 

we started operation was as good as that of the 

esponded beautifully to our efforts. From August 17, the da: 
the air, until the middle of December 1958, conversions proceeded 
pace By the first of October approximately 14 percent 
lo-Niagara Falls area were able to receive WBUF-TYV siz 
‘conversion continued to increase so that by the end oi 

percent of all receivers were able to receive UHF pro 


and has so remained to this very day 
1 


re encouraging than the conversion picture was the fact that from 

| December it was not possible, as a practical matter, for dealers to 

television receivers unless they were equipped with UHF. UHF 

‘ receivers were more expensive than VHF receivers but the publi 

not buy a receiver that did not enable them to receive the quality pro 

grams that they could get only by tuning in to WBUF-TV 

The picture changed abruptly in the middle of December 1953. What ha 
pened was that on December 8, 1953, a merger was effectuated on channel 

Although it was several months later before a final grant was made in that case 

the newspaper publicity beginning on December 8, made it clear to everybody in 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 389 


e Buffalo-Niagara Falls area that a second VHF station was imminent. The 
esults were immediate. The other UHF station, which had been operating in 
liuffalo, closed its doors. The public stopped converting their sets with the 

sult that whereas up to December 8 conversion had been proceeding at approx 

ately 5 percent per month, it dropped to approximately 1 percent per month 
reover, for the first time, deaters began to sell new sets which were VHF only 

Che reason for the change was obvious, So long as there was only 1 VHF in 
he market, WBUF-TV was able to carry the programs of at least 2 networks 
lowever, with the advent of a second VHF station, it became clear to the public 

they would henceforth be able to receive the programs of all 4 networks from 
he 2 VHF stations. The incentive which formerly existed for spending addi 
al money for UHF equipment thus disappeared. 

I do not want you to infer from what I have said so far that we have lost faith 
n UHF. We definitely have not. It is our experience that when we have good 
rograming available to us that the public cannot receive from any VHF station 
ey will pay the extra money needed to buy UHF-equipped receivers and once 

buy those receivers, we can take care of ourselves. <A very vivid illustration 

the effect of good programing is presented by the experience which we havé 

ad in the past several weeks in televising the Army-McCarthy hearings. Since 

e are the only station in Buffalo that televised them live in their entirety, our 
iare of the audience has increased and an increase in conversion has agai 
ecome apparent, This shows that if we are able to get good programing, we ar 

e to take care of ourselves 
To show our faith in UHF and in the efforts of this committee to do some 
ing about UHF, and in order to keep faith with the thousands of people in 
suffalo-Niagara Falls area who have converted, are converting and will cony . 
VWRBUF-TV has made arrangements to install a new transmitter which will 

crease our power from something less than 20,000 watts to more than 200,000 

itts. This requires a purchase of a 12-kilowatt transmitter, whose market price 

more than $150,000. Final arrangements have been made for the acqui 
on of this transmitter and we have every confidence that it will be on the 
ras of June 15 of this year. 

You can realize from what I have said so far that the key to success for UHI 
ations, or any television station as far as that is concerned, is the availability 

good programing. Speaking generally, good programing is available on a 

sistent basis at the present time from only two networks, NBC and CBS 
opinion the principal reason for this is that the other two networks ha\ 

able to secure Clearances on enough stations that have good circulation to | 

le to attract sponsors. That is why it is so important for this committee to de 
mething about saving UHF. As the Commission has told you, there are not 


nough VHF outlets to assure a nationwide competitive service. UHF must be 
] ‘ 1] 


lied on for this purpose and if UHF is placed on a sound economic basis it 
e possible to have 4 strong networks rather than 2. And our experience has 
hown that if we are able to receive good programs, we are able to compet: 
fectively 

The fate of WBUF-TYV is important not only for commercial purposes but also 
for educational purposes, because upon the survival and the success of WBUF-TY 
rests the fate of WTVF—the educational television station in Buffalo. This is 
true not only in Buffalo but in many cities throughout the country where the 
educational stations must rely unon UHF channels. In order to encourage educa 
onal television in Buffalo, WBUF-TYV is offering the use of its facilities to the 
ward of regents in an effort to train their personnel in the technical aspects of 
broadcasting and to enable them to acquire experience on the programing end 
Our efforts and the board of regents’ efforts, however, will be in vain if com 
mereial UHF stations are foreed to go off the air and the public sto 
UHF receivers 

The solution to the problem lies in an immediate freeze of all new VHF grant 
Only a freeze can buy the time necessary to work out the complicated problen 
reasonably and intelligently. Only a freeze can save television now If a freez 
is not imposed, any solution that is worked out is bound to be academi The 
accelerated rate at which UHF stations are closing the doors shows that a remed) 
must be found within days, not months 
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{From the New York Times, April 18, 1954] 


THE CrIsIs In UHF—Di1rFicvuttiers AFFECTING TV OPERATION IN NEw Banp 
ARE MANY AND VARIED 


(By Jack Gould) 


A growing crisis is affecting television across the country and it can be summed 
up in one phrase: Ultrahigh frequency.” In jeopardy are many of the high 
hopes held for the nationwide development of television, both as a commercial 
service bringing diversified entertainment to the homes of millions and as a new 
educational force. 

The situation already has assumed sufficiently serious proportions that a sub 
committee of the Senate Interstate Commerce Committee plans to make informal 
inquiry to see what can be done. That something must be done is obvious. 

The UHF problem has both technical and economic aspects. 

The original channels for TV—No. 2 through No. 13—fall within the very 
high frequency band. This is known as VHF video. 

To provide space for more stations, the Federal Communications Commission 
opened a new band called the ultrahigh frequency band. This is known as UHF 
television and covers channels 14 through 83. 

Virtually all of the 28 million television receivers now in use were designed to 
receive only the VHF channels. If those receivers are to pick up UHF channels, 
set owners must spend additional money. First, a UHF converter must be pur 
chased, and this may cost anywhere from $15 to $50. Second, in most instances 
the set owner must install an additional antenna with a new lead-in. Such a 
supplementary antenna can be extremely critical in adjustment, which means the 
service charge can be substantial. 

The necessity for the public to go to added expense and trouble to receive DHF 
is the heart of the crisis. It has become painfully apparent that where VHF 
already exists, set owners cannot be easily persuaded to show interest in buying 
a supplementary service. 

What this has meant is that, while the expansion of America’s television is 
tied to the UHF channels, UHF television is in a tough fight for mere survival] 
A number of applicants for UHF stations have given up. Some present UHF 
broadcasters view the future with great apprehension. 


OVERALL PICTURE 


This is not to say that UHF by any means is a failure everywhere; in some few 
localities it is doing well. But the overall picture is grave. The UHF broadcaster 
is in real danger of sharing the economic and technical peril of the frequency mod- 
ulation radio broadcaster. He is the orphan of TV and must have help urgently 
and quickly. 

If he is operating in a community which already has VHF service, he must 
build up an audience by persuading tens of thousands of persons to install con- 
verters. Yet without an audience, or with a much smaller audience than a rival 
broadcaster, he finds it hard to obtain sponsorship of programs that set owners 
will feel warrant the investment in conversion. 

But the UHF broadcaster also has a further handicap. The VHF station 
usually can cover well a much larger area than the UHF outlet. 

So, even if a UHF broadcaster has the field to himself, he still has worries. 
In many cities he must be prepared for later competition from either a new VHF 
station in his own town or from an increasingly powerful VHF station some 
miles away. 

In this connection it is significant to see where there is provision for both 
VHF-UHF stations in the same community. 

According to the Joint Committee on Educational Television, all 8 cities 
with a population in excess of 2 million persons fall into this category. So do 
30 out of 35 cities with a population ranging from 450,000 to 2 million. So do 
48 out of the 72 cities with a population ranging from 150,000 to 400,000. There 
are few areas, in short, where the UHF problem is not very real, either for the 
moment or for the future. 

The stakes are high. Anything close to a collapse of UHF would lessen com- 
petition among networks, which need adequate outlets to attract sponsors, and 
could have a direct bearing on the quantity and quality of programs seen by 
everybody. If there is to be educational television in many areas, its future 
depends on UHF. Without UHF the independent local commercial station, so 
essential as a complement to network shows, simply would not exist in many 
cities 
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COURSE OF ACTION 


What can be done or should be done? Present speculation includes these 
points: 

(1) The set manufacturing industry must face up to the realities of the UHF 
emergency. Many receiver makers are including the UHF band, but others are 
either leaving it out or making it optional at extra cost, to gain a competitive 
retail edge. Even under the best of circumstances it would take years to build 

1a UHF audience through the s: le of new receivers. The manufacturers played 
2 major role in sponsoring programs on VHF stations to build an audience 
Should they not do the same with UHI 

(2) The FCC may have to reconsider its allocation tables. Did it not mak 
fundamental mistake in making many communities a mixture of VHF and UHI 
Would not the sounder course be to make a community either one thing or the 
ther to equalize the competitive factors? 

(3) A major bombshell, certain to stir up great controversy, is in the offing 
his is a proposal that the frequency modulation radio band should be recaptured 

r television use. The FM radio stations actually fall between channels 6 and 
fona television set and their removal would permit room for 3 more VHF video 

hannels, which at least would ease the situation 

rhe argument against FM is that this radio service has not been a success and 
ittracts at most a relatively small minority audience. The majority of kM 

tations, it is noted, merely duplicate standard radio programs Phe ai llate 

w who want FM’s hetter technical quality should pay the price of conversion 

s argued, rather than the millions who want TV. The FM radio broadcasters 
might as well prepare for battle; the struggle seems bound to come 

(4) Many UHEF stations feel they should have a chance to try at least the ide 
of subscription video. If they could boast of showing brand new movies rt 
otherwise available, they believe they might be able to compete realistic y 
with VHF. If a converter and a gadget to collect or record fees for looking at 
Q pay-as-you-go program were combined in one installation, perhaps the ubli 
would be more attracted to UHF. And might not subscription TV be one way to 
tinance educational television? 

As is readily apparent, there is no pat remedy for the UHF situation. What 
needs to be done now is first to recognize the situation, bring it out in the open and 
then see if fresh and imaginative thinking might not suggest some cures. Sena 
tor Charles FE. Potter, Republican of Michigan, is scheduled to head the UHF 
inquiry in the Senate. He can perform a major public service by thoroughly 
and promptly setting forth all the facts. 


‘ 


Mr. Corrone. Last night, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- 
committee, a group of some 40 to 50 UHF broadcasters met at the 
Statler Hotel in order to seek to arrive at some definitive regulation 
that we felt should be made and pressed before this subcommittee as 
the immediate solution or at least the temporary immediate solution 
to the problem with which UHF broadcasting is confronted today. 

At that time we had a meeting that consisted of the members of the 
UHF Television Broadcasters Association from whom you have heard, 
and of our own committee, the UHF Industry Coordinating Commit 
tee. It was unanimously determined that we should present respect- 
fully to this subcommittee resolutions which I might state in general 
terms have not been written down in any specific form but which are 
us follows: 

It was decided that the Commission in light of many things that 
have happened, particularly the desire of Members of Congress to 
obtain expedited service in many communities in the United States, 
that the Commission is now to be considered under a moral if not a 
legal obligation to expedite the grants of television facilities through- 
out the country. 

It was felt that in fairness to the Commission there should be a 
complete understanding at this moment that a continuance of that di 
rective might be very, very dangerous to the continued existence of a 
competive television system. 


48550—4——_26 
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Pherefore, it was determined and we hope that this recommendation 
il] not be con sidered presumptuous and we hope that it is considered 
n the light of the very strong feeling of all these people that they are 
in a desperate plight and that national television is in a desperate 
plight 
~ It was therefore decided unanimously that a request be made to the 
Federal Communications Commission that the Commission immedi 
itely, and when I say immediately—everyone meant immediately 
suspend the gr: int of all applications for initial construction permits 
or for modifications of const ruction permits. They could do that by 
placing, : as the \ have done in the past in the pending files or pending 
applications for such facilities, that the commission also suspend that 
and all grants made in the 30 days preceding the action which is here 
to be taken, namely of suspension of all grants. 
And that the Commission suspend also all requests for so-called 
special temporary operation with respect to facilities that have al- 
eady been authorized under construction permits. That would not 
preclude the last—that suggestion would not preclude anyone who has 
a construction permit to proceed to construction pursuant to the pro 
visions of that construction permit, with the exception of those which 
have been granted within the last 30 days to aoe eed to construct their 
ilities under the permit originally granted, but would merely pre 
them from obtaining an authorization which permits them to en- 
in an interim operation with some what lesser facilities than are 
provide 1 in the construction permit. 
rd that was used was hiatus. By any other name it is still 


1reezZe. 
We think that the period of time for which that equipment hiatus 


or freeze should be in effect should be the period of time that this 
imittee may require in order to consider the evidence that it has 
before it and in order to complete these proceedings. 

We would leave that period of time to the absolute judgment of 
his committee. We would be presumptuous to suggest any particular 
period of time 

We have said and you have heard from many witnessees that the 
mly solution to this problem is immediate steps looking toward 
‘liminating this competitive inequality between the UHF stations 
ind the VHF stations, and we have said and taken the position rather 
firmly that the correct approach is the institution by the Commis 
sion of such necessary proceedings as might eliminate that differential. 

In plain words, gentlemen, we have come to the conclusion that 
the goal toward which such a reallocation should look is a complete 
transition from VHF to UHF. 

That may sound like a drastic proposal, but we would like to say 
that we do not believe we are suggesting anything more drastic 
than the suggestion upon which all television broadcasting itself 
was instituted in this country. 

The committee heard the words from Mr. Weber who pointed 
it to the committee that the very first time that the Commission 
made a reallocation of the radio spectrum after the war, the Com- 
mission, in allocating 13 VHF channels to television, stated that 
it is not possible for a nationwide competitive system to be con 
structed upon the 13 VHF channels, which are now 12, that had 
been provided. The Commission specifically stated that television 


1 
( 
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iust find its home eventually in the u Pp per portion of the spectrum 

nown as UHF. The Commission again said it when it was forced, 
virtue of the pressing demands of the sph services, to delete 

hannel 1. The Commission again raised that poimt and repeated 

s prediction or expression that television broadcasting must find 
lodging in the upper portions of the radio spectrum. That was 
1947, I believe, which was just before the Commission instituted 

he proceedings which led to what we have come to know as the 
rreeze order. 

We have heard : at deal about the drastic consequences of such 
proposal in sheeak ‘of ae impact on the public. If we analyze this 
for just a moment and if we m: ay accept as doctrine the Commission’s 
own statements that pias prefaced every important move in respect 
to television ERIN asting over the years, we see that all we are doing 

in effect carrying out the expectation of the Commission itself 
with Fait to television broadeasting. If that expectatior was 
hat all television broad ne and all television reception should 
De such that U HF ‘an be received by the public, we are doing no 

ore for the public than the Commission expressed initially. What 
s the difference? What are the crossroads? 

The simple question is, have we arrived at that crossroads today? 
ve have not arrived at that crossroads today we will never get 
the Commission’ ultimate expectation of what the television 

tuation should be in this country. We think the committee has 
eard enough to indicate what the crossroads is so that at least we 

iv start on a course which looks toward the realization of this 
tial expectation. 

Senator Porrer. What do you think of the suggestion made | 
Mr. Poller that you conduct simuleast during the transmission ahd 
ntil they could finally move into the UHF ? 

Mr. Corronr. I was voing to get to that. 

We discussed last night that there is unquestionably going to be 
the necessity for a transition period here and, as Mr. Poller stated, 
t will become necessary in that period of transition to provide for 

multaneous operation for some period of VHF and UHF stations. 
lhere would be this com 1on ownership for some period of time which 
hould be ore ared and re ated to some re: asonab le pe ‘riod ot amortiza 
tion of existing VHF fac i ties that perti iin where there would be two 

rvices from a single operator. In and of itself, the provision of 
plicating of programing by the same operator cannot i successful. 

In FM there was the provision for duplication of programing. 
The Commission thought at one time it. would be in the public inter 
est to require separate programing for FM to develop as it felt it 
should develop. Duplication became the order of the day and we 
lave never had any separate programing in the FM field, any of 
t that has been of any assistance to the development of : M. But it 
being plain that network broadcasting is the only means whereby 


there can be an inducement to the public conversion, it is our sug 
gestion and | may say that we have appointed a committee that is 
a’ representative group of the two organizations from which you 
have heard te stimony, to work out the outlines, the details of a pl: an 
which is designed to accomplish this transitional period by a me ‘thod 
vhich provi des for Metribatin of network programing bet wee n the 
commonly VHF and UHF owned stations in the same community. 
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Their plan contemplates a method whereby a certain number of 
hours of network programing will be distributed as between the 
VHF and the UHF station commonly owned during this transitional 
period, with the goal of eventually ‘and moving gradually into the 

situation where that programing by the end of ‘the period when the 

transitional period has been completed, all of that programing will 
Le conducted on the UHF station. I do not wish to imply that we 
have worked out, in any definite form, that suggestion. We have 
basic outlines. We feel that it is quite important to give any plan 
very deliberate thought and we hope that we may be able to come 
back to you before these p1 opeediings are over and if we will be given 
that opportunity to do it we will welcome it to come back to you 
with the details of that plan in a manner which may be considered 
feasible and in any event it would seem quite proper should be pro- 
vided for the consideration of every possible feasible method of 
accomplishing what I believe we all agree is the ultimate goal towalu 
which television broadcasting must go. 

Senator Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Senator Jounson. Do I understand you to say that each licensee 
for a VHF station would be given a UHF station and he would either 
be permitted or compelled to broadcast on both UHF and VHF until 
such time as the Commission was ready to remove the VHF broad 
cast? Is that the way it would work? 

Mr. Corronr. That is generally the plan. In other words, that 
pe riod of time would be geared t o two things: First, the period of nor 
mal amortization of the VHF facilities; and, second, relating that 
period to the normal period of replacement of the telivision sets, and we 
have had some testimony yesterday and the day before on that normal 
period, what it would normally be. It would be 4 years or thereabouts, 
I believe, and there are some statistics that can be provided on that. 

Senator JoHnson. Would the 4-year dual operation work quite a 
hardship on the station if they had to broadcast in both UHF and 
VHF? 

Mr. Corronr. Perhaps I should have answered your question by 
saying that there will be no compulsion to continue to broadcast on 
VHF. That choice would be left to the broadcaster. 

Senator Jounson. But that would be allocated ? 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, in other words, they would be given the oppor- 
tunity to have a UHF channel which could be utilized for simul- 
taneous broadcasts during a period of time which might be considered 
the transitional period. 

Senator Jounson. And their use of the VHF channel would be their 
own choice, at their own peril. 

Mr. Corronr. The UHF channel ? 

Senator Jomnson. At the end of 4 years the VHF would have to be 
given up and if they haven't trained the audience to listen to the UHF, 
it would be their hard luck. 

Mr. Corronr. You say give up the UHF? 

Senator Jounson. I mean the use or the lack of the use of it. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, that is exactly right, sir. 

One of the other proposals we thought we should lay before the 
committee is that we are now at the opening of an era of color tele- 
vision. If we are right in proposing eventually going to UHF, and 
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since we are in a period where there is going to be the commencement 
of substantial investment in color television, we believe and believe 
firmly that color television if it is started during this period of 
transition should be permitted only on UHF. 

Senator Porrer. Poa that conclude your statment, Mr. Cottone? 

Mr. Corrone. No, sir, I am exceeding the time but I have been 
ddressing myself to certain points and I haven’t completed the addi- 
ional proposals that this group would like to be considered as sup- 
porting, if I may. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Corrone. Before I am through I am afraid I am going to get 
Senator Johnson mad at me. Let me take Senator Johnson’s bill first. 

Senator Jounson. That bill was put in for hearing purposes and to 
bring the question out so that it might be discusseed, and I am very 
crateful to Senator Potter, the chairman of this subcommittee, for 
holding hearings on it. I am not taking my own bill seriously. 

Miss Hennocx. Which Johnson bill? 

Mr. Corrone. There are two bills. We support one of the bills. 

Senator Jounson. The one that you do not support, I am not tak- 
lg ser ious sly. 

Mr. Corroner. Let me say that the one that we do support is the 
me that provides for the removal of the excise tax on all-channel re- 
ceivers. We believe that that might be a very strong incentive to 
nanufacturers and distributors to get out to the public receivers that 
ire capable of providing at least a part. 

Senator Porrer. That is passed on to the consumers. 

Mr. Corronr. That is a problem, and frankly how that problem 
‘an be avoided or how anything can be written into law to avoid it, 
[ have been unable to solve. It is in that area where you can hope 
that the good faith of the manufacturers will see to it that the savings 
of the excise tax will not go back in their own pockets. That also 
woes for the distributors. 

The bill pertaining to additional ownership of stations by a process 
whereby depending upon the number of VHF stations owned no 
\dditional stations may be owned and help to—and I thing a maxi- 
mum of 10 is the expression—we have grave misgivings about that 
bill. We are concerned with attempting to alleviate a situation 
which we are recognizing as very dangerous from the standpoint 
»f construction and concentration of these stations in the hands of a 
few and monopoly. We do not believe we would be consistent to 
ome before this committee and approve the elimination of one kind 
of monopoly, urge it, and have substituted for it a different kind of 
monopoly. 

Five stations are a tremendous amount of power. Ten stations 
vill be twice that amount of power. Five stations are a tremendous 
amount of concentration. Ten stations will be a far greater amount 
of concentration. 

Secondly, we cannot understand and we have not heard any valid, 
factual or other kind of an argument as to how that is going to help 
UHF. We have had no representations—and I have looked for 
them—on any specific kind of plan if we say that this is to benefit 
the network—we have heard no statement as to what intention the 
network or other multiple ownership has in implementing this idea 
for advancing the interests of UHF. 
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Senator Jounson. May I suggest to Mr. Cottone that in discussing 
this proposal that he keep in mind the proposal before the Com 
mission, to give the folks holding 5 VHF’s 2 extra UHF’s, which 


Oo 
l 


would be 7. 

Mr. Corrone. That is a greater evil, I believe. I believe that a 
combination, if we are to assume that we will continue under the 
Sale order of things, a combination of 5 VHE'’s and 2 UHF’s is less 
to be desired than 10 UHF’s (Assuming that we continue under the 
pre ent ol r of th nos, that is. Of ocurse, if we have all UHF’s 
and they all equal and we have 1 type of television broadcasting 
\ tem an He’ cover D VHFE’s. multiplied by Z under your bill, 

on—the group that met last night feels that that 
—t{} e\ would like to take this proposition up with respect 
called Bricker bill. We have said that you can best obtain 
an equal nationwide competitive system by pro 
ork for equal competitive opportunity 
That concept 1s imphieit in the stat 
‘ar, equal distribution of facilities. 
t kind of pattern of ground rules, it seems to 
for governmental intrusion into the are: 


1 


Ol ld be col sid red on this SCOT 


hh as 


» pattern of governmental regulation su 
1cs " convenience and nece sity, any attempt 
nder t! -called common-carrier concept really is pre 
f a different kind of m«¢ listic situation. 
reas that kind of nopoly m be ll the public intere I 
th regulation is in that area be 
e waste licat l it exists. 
field of broa ting I » started out with the concept 
hould be « il | : tO all. not only to the broadeasters. 
{ field of si ppl il a ‘o2gTams [to 
ty that by reeulation of that natu: 
» who m Ly provide programing to the 
what we hay today. 
Do you el ision more than four networks? 
Mr. Corrone. J do not today envision more than 4 networks, but | 
ld not today wish to shut the door on more than 4 networks. 

Senator Porrrer. Do you envision that, froing on as we are voing Ol] 
now, there will be only two networks? 

Mr. Corronr. Oh. as we are now. we are on the way to just tw 
networks. But we believe that the way to cure that is to put this on 
the level where individual initiative, given the equal opportunity, can 
bring about the equalization in that field. I do not wish to be under 
stood as saying for this group that we do not believe that there should 
be no attempt whatsoever at governmental regulation of this matte) 
I sincerely and deeply believe that the consequences of so drastic an 
action as that could not assist us in achieving the goal we are trying 
to achieve by the reallocation method and I think it becomes vitally 
necessary to do it by regulation. That should be considered an 
alternative. 

Senator Scnorpre.. But you are now asking for some governmental 
regulation to get yourself out of this mess. 
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Mr. Corrone. I am only asking that the Federal Communication 
Commission, as a result of the authority traditionally recognized, set 
p the facilities in such a way that everyone has an equal competitive 

pportunity in the open market place 


Senator Scuorerre.. At one stage of the game that 


ought they were doing. 

Mr. Corrong. That is right. 

Senator ScHorrret. And they did not do it. 
Mr. Corrone. Yes. 


Senator Scnorpre.. And now when they 
ou say somebody will have to unscran ble th it, and obviously w 


started vobbling them up, 
ire 


et it done by letting it up to those who have preempted 


ot going to @ 


2 
ome riguus, So somebody should step in. 
Mr. Corronr. Yes: but I am suggesting that there is one form 
be desired t form. 


tepping in that is much more to 
Senator ScHorpre., | get your ] | 
reathe hot and cold. You will have to take some degree of 
n. but we all hope that it is going to be equitable, fair, and « 
th v hat is in the public inter t,a id the investing public has 1 


lions 


Ci 


me tion ¢ 


iwgesting that there 


omplish 
eZee, DY 


rram Hk 

important. 
I think the aut! 

the Commission should ex 

and regulations should depend very 

wccompli hed by hav he proceed ! 

oree \ th the purpose of thi bill. nor doe f g 


hat the Commission does should depend upon how 
line. thr other ( rection 


don tl 


l in proceet 
Senator Scuorrren. But at this stage of the game 
was either an error in judgment or not knowing 
dvances we m Ly have missed are. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, SIT, precisely >and I 
tbout this question of intermixture. 
Senator Scuorrre.. Unfortunately, I have to 


question before I go, and I do regret that I] 


1 


1) 
Should 


ive. 


to ask one 
leave. 

Mr. Corroneg. I do, too, sir. 

Senator ScHorerret. How far should the networks be reculated and 


by whom? Have you got a judgment factor to express on that ? 

Mr. Corroner. I think the networks should be regulated to the fullest 
extent of the concepts under our antitrust laws that prevent any kind 
of restrictive practice, prevent that kind of advantageous arrangement 
that networks may be able to obtain by virtue of their stronger bargain 
ing position. 

I believe that to the extent that the Commission could implement 
the antitrust laws and keep out those restrictive practices and keep 
out those exclusive arrangements in a sense from creeping into the rela 
tions between networks and stations, I even say that there is no reason 
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why networks, for example, should have any kind of a privilege to 
have any particular kind of an option or exclusive right on the time 
of a station. That was the path along which we went in 1943. 

Senator Hunr. Do you feel that the networks should offer the same 
programs and let everybody who wants to buy them ? 

Mr. Corrone. I feel that there should be at least an opportunity 
for competitive bidding or bargaining in the market place for every- 
one who would like to h: ave this program to have an opportunity to do 
so to carry it on their stations. 

Senator Hunr. Your answer is that those willing to pay the price 
should get them ? 

Mr. Corrone. Yes; but in a competitive market the price will 
adjust itself to a reasonable price, I would say. 

Senator Scnorrre.. I would like to ask this other face of my two- 
pronged question: By whom would you have the regulation of the 
networks ? 

Mr. Corroner. I would have the regulation under the Commission, 
present regulations and insistence upon the provisions of those regu- 
lations by the Commission, and enforcement of the provisions “of 
those regulations and that goes beyond merely the written arrange- 
ment that might exist between networks. It requires a far greater 
staff than the Commission now has to investigate these practices and 
investigate the type of arrangements that may exist by understandings 
between networks and stations than the Commission now has. 

Senator Porrer. You say the Commission has the authority to 
do it now ? 

Mr. Corronr. I say the Commission has the authority to do many 
things. 

Senator Jounson. I want to find out whether you think that there 
are sufficient standards for the Commission to act now in the regula- 
tion of networks or that Congress should lay down some specific 
standards ? 

Mr. Corronr. I would say that for the reason that if the Com- 
mission were to proceed on the basis of its present authority it would 
be tied up in court for years and it would be desirable for Congress 
to reiterate the authority of the Commission in that field so that there 
can be no question about it. We are going to have whatever kind 
of regulation is adopted by the Commission and we are going to 
have bitter fights about that. 

Senator Jounson. If Congress passes the law placing the regu- 
lation of networks under the Commission, there will not be necessity 
for reiterating anything, but if Congress does place them under the 
jurisdiction of the Commission, should then Congress follow up with 
the specific standards of that regulation, or should it be left to the 
general law as now exists, the general congressional law ? 

Mr. Corronr. I would say that, if you could reasonably expect 
that the Commission will regard i its own utterances with regard to 
competition with respect to the desirability of the avoiding of prac- 
tices that may be restrictive and monopolistic in principle, and the 
Commission has said that the policies of the antitrust law are embodied 
into the act, if they could be reasonably expected to do that, I think it 
would be unnecessary to write any standards in the form of legislation. 

However, I think there will be a great deal of difficulty in doing 
that. If Congress could prescribe the standards, it would be of great 
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help to the Commission to reexamine the basic authority of the Com- 
mission and the standards could be written by law on the philosophy 
and theory of our antitrust laws. 

Senator Hunt. Is there any network that does not own broad 
casting stations ? 

Mr. Corrone. Dumont does not own any radio broadcasting 
stations. They own television stations. 

Senator Hunv. The art of programing seems to me is today under 
the jurisdiction of the Commission. Now the regulating of the sta- 
tion is, but it seems to me network programing is a separate and dis- 

tinct part of the bill altogether. Do you feel we need additional 
legislation on that ? 

Mr. Corrone. I think what you are thinking of is that the Com 
mission may not have any authority over the content, but the Com 
mission has the authority over the relationships that lead to arrange 
ments for the obtaining of programs. That has nothing to do with 
the content of the program. 

Senator nee No authority over the placing of network programs. 

Mr. Corronr. Except indirectly. I think that the Commission does 
have authority “to prescribe, and I am sticking my neck way out. 

Senator Hun. Do you know of a case where the Commission has 
said such and such a station will carry such and such a network 
program ¢ 

Mr. Corronr. No. 

Senator Hunt. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Corroner. But I see no reason why under the same token the 
Commission might not regulate the networks with respect to how 
many options the stations can arrange for with networks and various 
other provisions that have to do with the furnishing of programs by 
the networks. ‘The Commission could not provide a standard as to 
how much network programing can be obtained from any specific 
network by a station. 

Senator Hunt. Do you thing that up to this time the allocation of 
network progr: wns has been fair and equitable? 

Mr. Corrone. I do not. I most certainly do not. 

Senator jelly That is what Il am getting at, and if it hasn’t been 
and the Commission has the authority to see that they are, then 
the C een has not been diligent or they do not have the authority. 

Mr. Corrone. I do not hold to the view that the Commission has 
as little authority as some people claim for it. We have gone through 
this question of the authori ity of the Commission. It came up before. 
There was bitter opposition, and there were all of the legal talents 
of the broadcasting industry all arrayed against the side of the Com- 
mission on the question of jurisdiction under the network regulation. 
You gentlemen know the history of that. The Commission adopted 
the network regulation but those networks went to the Supreme 
Court and the Commission’s authority was sustained. 

The Commission has exercised rule-m: iking authority in many fields. 
It is true that in the network field they did mention that Congress had 
certain views on the subject and had said something about authority 
to write rules about network regulation, but the Commission has 
exercised this rule-making authority in the general public interest. 

I would like to cite the lottery case. There were two grounds upon 
which the Commission’s authority was attacked, that the Commission 
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had no authority whatsoever to adopt rules, that the Commission 
was getting into the business of regulating programing and censor- 
ship and the various other arguments that had been held since way 
back in the day s of the network rules and regulations. 

The Court held that some of the Commission’s lottery provisions 
had not properly inte epret ‘ted the penal statute. The authority of the 
Commission to make rules in that area was sustained by the district 
court in New York and by the Supreme Court. So that the Com- 
mission’s rule-making authority then is not as limited as some would 
have this committee be lieve. 

Senator Hunt. Would you agree with me that the networks’ hold 
over these UHF stations is that of life or death ? 

Mr. Corrone. I certainly do believe that, Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunv. It is tremendously important that we look at that 
phase of the problem. 

Mr. Corroner. It most certainly is. 

Senator Porrer. Even if the Commission has the authority to regu- 
late the network, I assume you are aware of the problem of possib le 
court action which could delay it for many years. 

Mr. Corrone. Precisely so. 

Senator Porrrr. It would seem to me, and this again would be a 
matter of high policy, that it would be necessary for the Congress at 
least to act in this field if action is needed. 

Mr. Corroner. I would most certainly think that the way to be as 
sured of action is for the Commission to relieve 

Senator Porrrr. If the Commission has authority now, I would 
assume that that authority relates more to the field of the antitrust 
laws, whether it isa restraint of trade rather than to the rules and regu- 
lations as far as the broadcasting is concerned or their affiliations, how 
they shall make the affiliations. I don’t know. 

Mr. Corrone. I think it isa little broader than stating that they may 
stick to the letter of the antitrust laws. 

In the Supreme Court decision in the network case the Supreme 
Court said that the Commission does not have to find that there is a 

olation of the antitrust laws, but it is enough for them to determine 
that it is in violation of a broad public interest policy which stems 
from the antitrust laws. It is much broader than a restriction to the 
letter of the existing laws. 

I think that the Commission’s authority is geared directly to the 
factors that Congress said must be considered in deciding where the 
public interest must be served. 

Senator Porrer. But if you were a Member of the Congress you 
would want an expression from Congress. 

Mr. Corrone. I most certainly would welcome it. There are some 
other matters which I would like to take up. There was some dis- 
cussion about the attainment of the ultimate goal which should be 
done by the process of attempting intermixture elimination. I think 
that will bea complication of the task of the ultimate goal of going to 
UHF. There is no way you can eliminate intermixture. 

The Commission, because of the powers and height—and T say this 
in no critical sense—but it has become most difficult to keep the service 
areas of VHF entirely separate and distinct from the service area of 
UHF, and any consideration of any proposal, even the Du Mont pro- 
posal, will illustrate that, that it is a tremendously difficult job. 
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Che concept that should be followed is one that looks to the single 
market concept. In other words, obtain a kind of television broad 
casting system that looks to service to his own market or the trade 
irea or the community of interest for which that television channel 
vas assigned. 

The present system of permitting the great spread by tremendous 

‘ights and powers of service areas makes that very difficult in areas 
vyhere vou have a smaller station, in a smaller community, where you 
have a small station, and it is very difficult for that smaller station 

» be outside the shadow of the larger station in the larger market 
hich can be built to tremendous heights and powers because the mar- 
‘et can more readily support that kind of an operation. 

Let me say a ilso on the question of the difficulty of arriving at a plan 
that will provide enough channels for a nationwide competitive sys- 
tem of UHF. One thing is overlooked, and in some of the questions 
that were asked this morning attention was not addressed to this prob 
em. I think one of the reasons asserted for the inability of the UHF 
band stems from the 7 channels in New York and the 7 channels in 
Los Angeles. If because the 7 stations in New York and the 7 stations 
in Los Angeles it becomes impossible to get enough spread of UHF 
throughout the rest of the country, New York and Los Angeles are 
ust going to have to sacrifice a little bit, and there should be methods 
ind means of adjusting that without doing any injury or serious harm 
to anybody. Some of these stations in New York have not been able 
to operate over all these years in the period of lush profits at a profit, 
is Senator Pastore mentioned. There should be some w: ay whereby 
that operator could set up in business somewhere else which offers 
more promise of success for his operation, but should not be permitted 
to deter at least a consideration of the possibility. 

With the plans we have in this industry it cannot be accepted as 
dogma and I want to add that I am not a technical man, that it is 
mpossible to attain a nationwide system on UHF. I say you cannot 
iccept the premise necessarily of the heights and powers tod: Ly which 
of course makes it more difficult to place these stations where they 
want to place them. 

I would like to state also that the people who have been working on 
this matter and who are here before you are people who have a great 
deal at stake. I think, in the words of Jack Garrison. who testified 
this morning, there is a serious, serious danger if something isn’t done 
very quickly that we will not have any UHF, and if you accept the 
premise on which this was started you will not have a nationwide tele- 
vision svstem. It isan irrefutable fact that cannot be ignored. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. Are there any other questions of Mr. 
Cottone ? 

We will hear from Mr. Burton and Mr. Craig at this time. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD A. BURTON, PRESIDENT AND TREASURER 
OF UHF STATION WLBC-TV, MUNCIE, IND. 


Mr. Burton. My name is Donald A. Burton, and my residence ad- 
dress is 420 Alden Road, Muncie, Ind. I am president and treasurer 
of the permittee of UHF station WLBC-TV, Muncie, Ind., and am 
general manager of this station. 
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Karly WLBC-TV history. We at WLBC-TV have affirmed our 
faith in UHF. We believe that a UHF station can succeed even in 

VHF-dominated market. This we believed when applying for a 
construction permit. This we believe today, after more than a year in 
operating WLBC-TV on channel 49 at Muncie, Ind. When WLBC 
TV began commercial telecasting on May 8, 1953, Muncie, Ind., had a 
television saturation of more than 67 percent of all homes, according 
to a national survey made in June 1953. This survey disclosed that 
television reception from a total of 10 different channels was available 
to more than 1 percent of the TV homes in Muncie, with channel 6 
in Indianapolis available to about 98 percent of these television homes, 
and stations in Dayton, Cincinnati, and Louisiville available to 5 per- 
cent to 20 percent of these TV homes. This survey made about 6 weeks, 
which was June 15, 1953, after WLBC-TYV began telecasting also dis- 
closed that ie iaaeed ly 26 percent of the television homes had con- 
verted to channel 49 at that time. 

UHF conversions: The problem which we faced was that of all 
UHF stations starting in a market previously dominated by a VHF 
station. In spite of the high VHF saturation, it was obvious to any- 
one who knew the difference between a good and a poor picture that 
the VHF pictures received in Muncie were not actually of good qual- 
ity, although the majority of viewers stated that they received excel- 
lent VHF pictures. Thus, our first step in facing the VHF problem 
was to be certain that the picture received from WLBC-TV was the 
best obtainable and continued to be far superior in quality to that of 
the VHF stations. 

We believed our problem to be twofold—technical and programing. 
We felt that UHF conversions could be obtained if our potential 
audience was given the best in video fare both technically and pro- 
gramwise. We believe that we solved these problems to a great extent. 
I shall outline for you the first step—the technical. Mr. William F. 
Craig, who is vice president and commercial manager of WLBC-TV, 
and as such has had general supervision of the station’s programing, 
will then cover programs, sales, and the final results of our first year 
of operations. 

WLBC-TV technical operation : The technical aspects of the opera 
tion of WLBC-TYV consisted of the following: 

Obtaining the best possible pictures and full power from our RCA 
transmitting equipment. We relied on personnel from the RCA 
Service Co. to make the initial adjustments to this equipment. Our 
chief engineer, Mr. Maury Crain, and his staff have kept the equip- 
ment in optimum oper rating condition since this initial adjustment 
with occasional assistance from the engineers from the RCA Serv. 
ice Co. 

A second aspect of our efforts to stimulate conversion to UHF was 
largely educational in nature. In this effort, we stressed the better 
pictures that could be expected from WLBC-TYV, our expected cover- 
age, operating hours, program schedule, and types of converters and 
receiving antennas necessary for good reception. In this respect we 
believe the followi ing items were most important in implementing this 
ae: of our efforts: 

Many talks by me on the foregoing items before civic clubs and 
rv servicemen’s organizations. These talks were given in Muncie 
and in the towns and cities within a radius of 35 miles of Muncie. 
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2. Promotional and educational spots, programs, and news stories 
on our radio station WLBC and advertisements and news stories in 
many papers in the area. 

3. Mr. Crain, Mr. Craig, and I made an effort to attend all of 
the manufacturers’, dealers’, and servicemen’s clinics and meetings 
in the area. 

t. After WLBC-TV started operating, we worked very closely in 
the field with these manufacturers, dealers, and servicemen striving 
to help them get perfect pictures at every location. This we consid- 
ered to be important, as we learned very early that poor reception at 
one home in a given neighborhood was a deterrent to further UHF 
nstallations in that area. I was on more than 100 field trips with 
installation crews, dealers, and manufacturers’ representatives, ac- 
tually going to the rooftops of houses to work out these problems. 
Krom these personal inspections many things were learned about 
UHF reception problems. 

5. As a result of this field experience I wrote a booklet titled “Best 
['V Reception From UHF the Easy Way.” We distributed nearly 
8,000 of these booklets to set owners, dealers, and servicemen in our 
area and I am submitting copies to be placed in the record in this 
proceeding. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection the pamphlet will be placed in 
the official files of the committee. 

Mr. Burton. In addition to these efforts in engineering and educa- 
tion, we believe that the following promotional and technical endeav- 
ors are worthy of mention here. 

Promotional efforts: In the promotional field, I want to discuss first 
what we called Operation 49. This was a contest among the sales 
people of 10 of Muncie’s most prominent TV set dealers, for cash prizes 
given by WLBC-TYV to those individuals who sold the most UHF 
conversions and new sets with UHF installations as a result of door- 
to-door sales efforts by these sales people. 

This contest ran from August 10, 1953, to September 9, 1953. This 
is a period when set sales are at a low ebb and during this contest many 
new sets were sold and numerous conversions were made. This pro- 
motional effort also gave impetus to the fall and winter set sales. 

Another factor which speeded up conversions was the appearance 
on the market, in our area, in the early fall of 1953, of a good, all- 
channel converter which retails for $14.95. The distributors have re- 
ported to us that they sold several hundred of these items every week 
for many, many weeks. 

Technical efforts: In an effect to improve our signal locally, we ob- 
tained and installed in September 1953 a new type of RCA transmit- 
ing antenna. This antenna uses what engineers call offset feed and 
utilizes a small amount of electrical beam tilt. We made measure- 
ments using the old antenna at a number of locations in Muncie and 
enlisted the aid of servicemen in other surrounding towns and cities to 
make measurements also. These readings were compared with those 
taken after the new antenna was installed and operating. We were 
delighted to learn that most of our local dead spots were eliminated 
and signal strength increases ranging from a slight to a considerable 
amount were observed by our friends in WLBC-—TV’s and grade A 
and B contours. 
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Anderson, Ind., which is approximately 20 miles west of Muncie, 
Ind., and has a population of 46,820 according to the 1950 United 
States census, is a very important part of the area we expected to serve 
with our WLBC-TV programs. In order to help the servicemen 
in this area to obtain good snow free pic tures from WLBC-TYV, we 
cooperated with one of the servicemen’s engineering concerns, Howard 
W. Sams & Co., Ine., publishers of PF Index, in making a series of tests 
in late September of 1953, in Anderson, Ind. This company used, 
first : portable tower which could be raised and lowered to various 
heights from 22 to 42 feet, second, a variety of types of receiving an- 
tennas. third. signal strength meter, fourth, TV set. and fifth, a port- 
able power supply. In cooperation with the servicemen from Ander 
son, Ind., this company made measurements with different types of re 
ceiving antennas in eight locations within 2 miles of the center of the 
center of the city of Anderson, 

\ part of Anderson is very hilly, and as might be expected a weaker 
signal was observed at low antenna heights in the depressions or hol- 
lows in these hilly areas. However, in 7 of the 8 measured locations 
more than an adequate signal was received with use of proper antenna 
and an antenna height of 42 feet or less. In the eighth location which 
was ina very deep depression only about a 25 percent signal was re 
ceived at an antenna height of 42 feet, but no ) greater height was tried 
at this loc ation and only relatively simple antennas were used. Use 
of greater height and higher gain antennas would no doubt would give 
considerable improvement. 

Our conclusion from these tests is that a 1-kilowatt transmitter with 
in antenna height of 542 feet above ground, which is the height of the 
WLBC-TYV tower, can give satisfactory service on our channel to a 
considerable area. 

Conclusion: In concluding this part of our testimony, I would like 
to stress that we believe that the personal attention on our part from 
the management level to the problems of obtaining perfect UHF 
reception Was very important in obtaining and keeping the good will 
of our viewers and that of the dealers and servicemen of our area. We 
sincerely believe that because we spent long hours working for and 
with these people we first stimulated the servicemen and dealers to 
greater efforts in their attempts to obtain perfect pictures from 
WLBC-TYV and that in turn encouraged the viewers to insist that 
these dealers and servicemen make good and proper installations in 
their homes. I appreciate the opportunity to tell you about the 
WLBC-TV success story from the technical st: andpoint, and Mr. Craig 
will now discuss the other aspects. 

Senator Porrer. Do I understand your station is making money? 

Mr. Bt RTON. Yes, Sl 

Senator Porrer. Awe you have a VHF station in Muncie, Ind.? 

Mr. Burron. No, within 50 miles. 

Senator Hunr. Do you have a VHF station in Muncie? 

Mr. Burron. Not in Muncie. In Indianapolis, which is slightly 
less than 50 miles from Muncie. 

Senator Hunt. What is the distance from Indianapolis? 

Mr. Burton. Approximately 50 miles. 

Senator Hunt. What is the distance to Dayton, Ohio? 

Mr. Burton. About 67. 

Senator Hunt. And the distance to Cincinnati? 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 405 


Mr. Burton. About 90. 

Senator Hunr. And Louisville, Ky. ? 

Mr. Burron. About 90 miles. 

Senator Hunt. Isn’t your location very, very exceptional, not hay 
ng any immediate competition from VHF right in your home com 
munity and these other stations being at a big distance from you ¢ 

Mr. Burron. We had a 67 penetration of VHF receivers in our 
market. Sixty seven percent of the people had sets and they thought 
hey were getting good pictures. 

senator Hunr. It was not a hometown station. 

Mr. Burron. No, sir. 

Senator Hunr. And you carry all four networks / 

Mr. Burron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunr. Mr. Burton, is yvour com) my a close ly held stock 
organization, or do you have any stor k available for sale 4 

Mr BURTON. No stock ror saie, 

Senator Hunvr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. Craig. 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM F. CRAIG, VICE PRESIDENT, UHF STATION 
WLBC-TV, MUNCIE, IND. 


Mr. Craia My name is Wilham F. Craig, and my address 1s 1505 
Granville Avenue, Muncie, Ind. | am the vice presi lent ot the per- 
mittee of UHF station WLBC-TYV. Muncie, Ind., and the commercial 
manager of this station 

Mr. Donald Burton has outlined the manner in which we tackled 
our first problem in conversion—the technical side. I shall try to 
outline some of the things which we believe contributed to our obtain 
ing a high percentage of UHF conversion and the largest share of 
the viewing audience in Muncie, Ind., according to a national survey. 

Senator Porrer. What is the percentage of conversion today ¢ 

Mr. Craig. Eighty percent today. I want to state, with your pei 
iission, that it has been put in evidence here that there a great m: ny 
UHF stations who are having difficulty because they are blan keted 
from the 7 and simply because we do not have a competitor 
within our own doorstep does not mean anything as far as our audi 
ence or our ‘maehinge are concerned, and it is for that reason that we 
do not feel that we should be ine ee with the UHF industry as a 
whole, that all UHF shall be in the same category, any more than 
anybody who is named Bill Craig shoul | be damned for my sins. 

On this network affiliation, some of the people laughed when Mr. 
Burton said we had four networks. Let me tell you we did not get 
those very easily. We did not walk in to the networks and say we had 
a grant and it was 50 miles to the nearest station: We had to prepare 
x great deal of factual matter concerning our population and all that 
sort of thing. We had to be able to prove to these networks that we 
did have a population of sufficient size that the national advertiser 
might be interested in adding our facilities in Muncie. Muncie itself 
is just 60,000. However, the density of the population surrounding 
Muncie made it, in our opinion, a very good market. 

Senator Hunr. Would you tell us your local market, in population ¢ 

Mr. Craig. Sixty thousand. 

Senator Hunr. What is the population of Muncie ¢ 
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Mr. Craia. Sixty thousand is the population of Muncie. 

Senator Hunv. Do you have outlying communities, small towns 
nearby ¢ 

Mr. Crata. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunt. What is the total? 

Mr. Craia. The total potential population would be 500,000 if they 
were all converted, and that would be within 35 to 40 miles. 

Senator Porrer. How many sets receive your station ¢ 

Mr. Craig. Seventy thousand. 

WLBC-TV network affiliations. First, a word about network 
affiliation. We were able to obtain affiliation agreements with all 
four television networks. To this end, we prepared a great amount of 
factual data concerning population, incomes, retail sales, and so forth. 
It was our premise that a television market must be considered not 
from the size of the city from which its programs originate but upon 
the population, retail sales, and so forth, of its potential coverage 
area. We were able to show the 4 television networks that the popula- 
tion of Muncie itself was a little more than 60,000 and with the density 
of population of its surrounding area nearly a half million people 
lived within the potential coverage area of WLBC-TV. Wecompared 
this coverage with other Indiana markets and were able to prove 
that the potential coverage of WLBC-TV was greater population- 
wise than the potential coverage of other proposed Indiana TV sta- 
tions, although Muncie itself was smaller than the home cities of these 
other TV stations. I make this point because I believe many of the 
stations that have claimed to have difficulty in obtaining a network 
affiliation perhaps may not have properly presented their case to 
the networks. 

Networks programs carried by WLBC-TV: We believe that net- 
work programs were essential to our successful operation, but we 
realized that affiliation agreements were _ enough to assure network 
commercial programs for WLBC-TV. I do not think that you can 
legislate by law today to make these networks add these stations. You 
may be able to do that, but I do not know of any way that you can 
make the advertiser add that market. You cannot propose in the same 
way that the advertiser spend 95 percent of his dollar in television. 

We believed that it would be necessary for us to go directly to the 
sponsors and their agencies, and to solicit the cooperation of the dis- 
tributors in order to obtain our fair share of network commercial 
programs. 

Senator Porrer. Hasn’t there been a reluctance on the part of many 
of the advertising companies to go to UHF ¢ 

Mr. Crara. I have heard that statement made and I will cover that 
in Just a moment. 

Our efforts in this direction have paid off and WLBC-TV now 
enjoys a lineup of many of the top shows of all networks; for ex- 
ample, Milton Berle, Bob Hope, Howdy-Doody, Robert Montgomery, 
Hit Parade, This Is Your Life, The Goldbergs, Dollar a Second, 
Danny Thomas, Ray Bolger, Meet Millie, You Are There, That’s My 
Boy, Herb Shriner, Dennis Day, Fred Allen, Joan Davis, Ford 
Theater, Break the Bank, the Baseball Game of the Week, Television 
Playhouse, the Loretta Young Show, Paul Winchell, Dave Garroway, 
Life of Riley, the Gillette Fights, to mention a few, are examples of 


programs from each of the networks carried by our television station. 
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WLBC-TYV was not interconnected during our first 8 months of opera- 
tion; we carried, however, most of these shows via kinescope. I 
would like to state that we found no evidence whatever that the Madi- 
son Avenue agencies or the advertisers they represent are prejudiced 
toward our station because it is UHF. They expect circulation, 
audience, and product sale at a fair cost. This we have tried to pro- 
vide—this is what we have endeavored to sell, and we feel that we have 
succeeded. May I emphasize again, we have found no prejudice 
toward UHF on the part of the national advertiser or their agencies. 

May I also state in reference to the fact that we have all four net- 
works, there are some stations who have closed the doors who were so 
privileged too. 

Syndicated programs carried by WLBC-TV: While WLBC-TV 
carries many of the top syndicated film programs, no single package 
was purchased. It was believed that a wider choice of programs 
could be obtained by selecting from several producers and then sell the 
ndividual film to a sponsor, who in turn signs the film contract with 
the producer, not the station. Examples of the syndicated films car- 
ried by the station are Badge 714, I Led Three Lives, and Liberace, 
which are the three top syndicated programs in the Nation according 
to a Videodex report appearing in the May 17, 1954, issue of Broad- 
casting magazine. Other illustrative top syndicated shows carried 
are Duffy’s Tavern, Play of the Week, Cisco Kid, Boston Blackie, 
etc. Some of these programs are carried by the VHF stations com- 
ing in the market, and arrangements were made with each producer 
to carry their show before it was presented by the VHF station under 
the theory that WLBC-TV did not cover the home city of the VHF 
station while there was some viewing in Muncie of the outside VHF 
stations. Thus, locally WLBC-TV was considered as a station which 
“beat the others to the punch.” 

Local programs presented by WLBC-TV: It was the belief of the 
program department that top network and syndicated shows are not 
enough, and that any station must establish a local flavor by present- 
ing local live programs. It was discovered that eastern Indiana was 
blessed with sufficient good talent to present such popular programs as 
Teen Canteen, in which the best teen-age talent is presented, and the 
Forty-niners, an hour long barn dance held each Saturday night 
complete with square dancers and varied talent. We realize the im 
portance of the children in our viewing audience and devote the early 
part of our evening program schedule to them. Such programs as 
our Corral Club which brings eastern Indiana kiddies in front of 
our camera, in our opinion, has been an important factor in our ob- 
taining conversions. Each evening during our Western Theater, we 
have asked the children to send us photographs of themselves which 
we in turn televise as a part of Western Theater. Parties held for 
these children at such places as Kiddie Land and the local drive-in 
theaters have helped create a great amount of goodwill for WLBC 
TV. Asone of the features of our Corral Club program, we conducted 
a Conversion Contest among the 6,000 members of the Corral Club. 
We offered such prizes as bicycles, and so forth, to the boy or girl 
who obtained the greatest amount of conversions to channel 49. We 
feel that the very fact that hundreds of boys and girls went house to 
house knocking on neighbors’ doors and asked that they convert to 
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channel 49 was a wonderful publicity opportunity for WLBC-TV. 
WLBC-TV has demonstrated the importance of local news in TV 
and presented two nightly newscasts which include photos and new 
of national and State importance; but more important in getting and 
keeping a news audience—news and pictures of eastern Indiana events 
and people are being presented, and I know that there are some sta- 
tions that do not use news on camera particularly. 

Muncie is in the hotbed of all basketball enthusiasts, basketball 
being the most popular sporting event in Indiana. While our field- 
house holds 7,800 people, all season tickets were sold with thousands 
of local people unable to obtain seats for these games. Consequently, 
WLBC-TYV filmed the Friday night home games of the Muncie Bear- 
cats, condensed the games to a half hour, and played them via this film 
the following Wednesday night. We placed them opposite one of the 
most popular network programs carried by the Indianapolis VHF 
station and naturally, because of the extreme local interest in these 
games, obtained a large share of the audience. 

These are only a few of the many gimmicks that we use and had 
to use in order to obtain conversion. Our path has not been a bed 
of roses in any manner of speaking. 

Conversion success for WLBC-TV: How well our policies have 
paid off is evidenced by the fact that more than 70,000 homes had con 
verted to channel 49 by May 1, 1954. This 70,000 figure is based on 
a veys by two national organizations. 

The April 1954 survey made by one of these organizations for 
De rand County, in which Muncie is located and is the county seat, 
discloses that more than 75 percent of all homes in that county have 
television and, that of these television homes, 80 percent have con- 
verted to channel 49, Muncie. In Delaware County WLBC-TV now 
has a 60 percent saturation of all homes—a larger saturation of all 
homes than many VHF stations. 

2. A survey made April 1 to 15, 1954, by the other national organiza- 
tion disclosed that the following counties currently receive the UHF 
signal from Muncie. They are Delaware, Madison, Grant, Ran- 
dolph, Wayne, Henry, Jay, Blackford, with partial coverage in these 
additional seven counties—Hancock, Wells, Rush, Tipton, ‘ayette, 
Hamilton—in Indiana and Darke County in Ohio. 

Senator Porrer. How far out does your signal go? 

Mr. Craig. That depends a great deal on the individual location. 
We have a very good signal out about 28 to 30 miles. We have had 
reports from farther than that, but frankly I do not believe that the 
signal is what one would like to listen to or view. 

In these 15 counties 53.7 percent of all television homes are receiv- 
ing channel 49, Muncie. In other words, while the conversions in 
Delaware, our home county, total 80 peccent, the average conversion 
in our full coverage territory is 53.7 percent. With more than 130,000 
television homes in the counties just mentioned, and 53.7 percent. of 
them equipped to receive channel 49, Muncie, WLBC-TV now has a 
set count of more than 70.000 homes, with 19,000 of these in our own 
county. 

A survey made in March of 1954 disclosed that WLBC-TV enjoys 
a viewing audience of more than 65 percent of the sets in use, day and 
night. The Berle show, for example, had a 68.9 percent share of 
audience and a 35.2 rating; Howdy-Doody had a 70.2 percent share 
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and a 20.7 rating. The WLBC-TV Barn Dance had a 63.2 percent 
share and a 21.5 rating. News and weather had a 68.2 percent share 
and a 21.5 rating. I should like to point out in passing that four of 
tae VHF area stations from which a signal can be received in Muncie 
were Oper ating on maximum power when these surveys were made. 
In no way, however, in my opinion, does their picture quality eom 
pare with that of our UHF picture. And, as stated by the editor of 
LV News, published in Indianapolis, Ind., which published 10 differ 
ent TV station programings, in the May 7 issue concerning station 
WLBC-TYV: 

As of today—Muncie’s UHF channel 49 stands as a small giant among many 
television giants Within a video-wave'’s throw of 49 are located some of the 
Nation’s most powerful and best channels. If this proves disturbing to channel 
19, they show it only by continuous program improvement and extended hours 

Hour for hour, minute for minute, there just is no better program service 
offered viewers than that offered by “the little giant.” 

This combination of the best picture and eood programs has been 
the reason for our high conversion and largest share of audience. 

Senator Porrer. Do you find any reluctance on the part of the cus 
tomers to switch the dial over to 49 / 

Mr. Craig. Which customers do you mean / 

Senator Porrer. The set owners. 

Mr. Craig. Oh, yes. In the early days we did. They thought they 
were getting good pictures from the outside. Their programs were 
established. We had to compete with established habits. We had 
to convince them first by giving them the best picture and the local 
i terest and then gr: adu: lly giving them network shows. It was a 

ales job to the viewer and the adve rtiser. 

Senator Porrer. I have heard it was more or less a psychological 
block to sw itch over. 

Mr. Craig. At the present time networkwise we are operating from 
| in the afternoon to midnight, 7 days in the week, and of that we are 
only carrying approximately 23 hours of network commercial. 

Senator Hunt. I am speaking of local advertising now. What is 
local advertising now? What is local advertising carried on the VHF 
stations that were getting into your community ? 

Mr. Craig. Not very consistently. However, we did have some 
local people who were spending money on the Indianapolis VHF 
station. 

Senator Hun. I presume you have practically all of that advertis 
ing now, no doubt. Are there still outside stations carrying any 
Muncie advertising ¢ 

Mr. Craia. There is little on the Indianapolis VHF station. 

Operational requirements for success: Of prime importance in a 
successtul operation is technical know-how and vood programs, but 
these alone are not enough in our opinion to guarantee success. A 
new station must not be overstaffed as many have been. The reason 
why we are in the black is that we are operating a radio and TV 
station combined with approximately 35 people. 

It is necessary to have a staff of well-trained, well-paid individuals 
willing to work and grow with the station. It is always possible with 
the proper staff and good management to have the correct relation 
between income and expenses. Whether it be a VHF or a UHF 
tion, unless it is properly programed, properly sold ‘ina ednétly 
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managed, a television station cannot succeed. With these essentials 
and given a market of sufficient size, any UHF station can become a 
dominant station. Final proof of the success of UHF in Muncie is 
the fact that station WLBC - V is operating in the black. 

On behalf of WLBC-TYV we want to thank you for the opportunity 
to present this account of the success story of WLBC-TY, and hope 
that it will prove helpful to this subcommittee in its UHF consider- 
ations and also to UHF stations which have not yet found success. 

We feel that there are a great many successful UHF stations in this 
country who have been able to get networks through sheer hard work, 
get network programing through their own sheer hard work and sales 
ability. 

We believe that they are located in communities which are covered 
from the outside by VHF stations. We think it unfair that UHF 
generally be presented as it has been presented in this hearing gen- 
erally. 

Senator Porrrr. On the allocation plan is Muncie allotted a VHF 
station ¢ 

Mr. Craic. It is not. 

Senator Porrrer. So your competition is from other VHF stations 
that may be in the area, or is that UHF? 

Mr. Craic. That is right, sir. There are three VHF stations allo 
cated in Indianapolis, 50 miles away. There are two coming in from 
Dayton. 

Senator Porrer. What about other UHF ? 

Mr. Craig. No, no other UHF. There are allocations, but no sta 
tions. 

Senator Porrer. There are allocations? 

Mr. Craic. Yes. Anderson and Marion. 

Senator Hunr. Do you feel you could operate successfully without 
network programs ? 

Mr. Craia. I believe that we could, and I will tell you the reason 
why. We have been in the radio business in Muncie since 1927 and 
during the early part until 1943. We operated as an independent 
station. 

You talk about the difficulty of getting network affiliation agree- 
ments. We worked for 6 years before we could convince one of the 
major networks to add us radiowise, but through sheer determination 
we finally got a network, radiowise. 

Senator Hunt. I am interested in that figure of the cost of a con- 
verter. You mentioned the figure of $14.95. We have had other testi- 
mony that it ranges to about $40 and installation brings is up to $75 
and $80. 

Mr. Craic. That is a technical question that I will try to answer. 
It is an all-channel converter. In addition to that it would be neces- 
sary to put up an antenna which, depending upon your location, and 

1 lot of people have done it themselves in Muncie and have done it 
satisfactorily. 

Senator Hunr. How do you account for the discrepancy between the 
price of $40 for a converter and your price there of $14.95? 

Mr. Craic. I do not know, sir. I do not know what is available in 
other markets but I do know there is a $14.95 converter available in 
our market and as a matter of fact there is a new one being presented 
by the Tarzian outfit that retails for $8.95. 
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Senator Porrer. Who makes the $14.95 converter / 

Mr. Craig. Regency. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you for your statement. Are there any 
further questions ¢ 

Thank you very much, Mr. Craig ? 

We will now hear from Mr. Mortimer W. Loewi of station WITV, 
Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 


STATEMENT OF MORTIMER W. LOEWI, PRESIDENT, STATION WITV 
FORT LAUDERDALE, FLA. 


Mr. Loew. My name is Mortimer W. Loewi, and I am president of 
the Gerico Investment Corp., owners of Station WITV, channel 17, 
Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 

My background in television dates back about 20 years at which 
time I was instrumental with Dr. Allen B. Du Mont in the organiza 
tion of Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., and for a number of 
years until the middle of 1951, was director of the Du Mont television 
network. 

WITY channel UHF 17 has a pattern covering an area from Palm 
Beach to the Keys. There are presently author! pee for this Florida 
area 10 television channels, of which 5 are VHF, 4 are VHF commer- 
cial and 1 educational, all of which are capable of covering the same 
territory from Palm Beach to the Keys, and a picture quality that I 
do not think is surpassed by any station in this country and I recom 
mend that any inquiry will develop that fact. 

Of these 10 stations, there are presently on the air, 1 VHF trans 
mitter, channel 4,2 UHF channels, 17 and 23 in Fort Lauderdale, and 
channel 21 in Palm Beach, and by October 1954 1 additional VHF 
transmitter will be on the air in Palm Beach. 

WTVJ channel 4 in Miami has been on the air for approximately 
| years and was recently granted permission a move out of Dade 
County and is now operating in Broward County, some 15 miles from 
Miami, their original allocation, and are now to within 1,000 yards of 
cur own tower. Our tower is 762 feet and their new tower is 1,000 
feet. Also, their power has been increased with this move from 16 
to 100 kilowatts. Their operation started about 4 days ago on their 
new location, and with your permission I will show you the advertise- 
ment as an exhibit in which they warn you that it costs no extra 
money to receive their station and that they cover the 4 networks, the 
choice programs from 4 networks. 

Incidentally, our tower is 762 feet and their new tower to which they 
recently moved is 1,000 feet. 

WTVJ channel 4 has primary affiliations with 4 networks, and our 
channel 17 WITYV has secondary affiliations with 2 networks, Du Mont 
and ABC, but unfortunately for us, the channel 4 affiliation being a 
prime affiliation, gives them a prior call on any programs of the 4 
networks and they have and they can take from us any programs that 
they desire. They are presently advertising to the public that they 
carry the best shows from our networks and that it is unnecessar y for 
the public to spend any additional to get their signal. This has dis- 
couraged the public from buying converters, and because we are never 
certain of how long we can keep a show due to their first call on same, 
we find this competition unbearable, particularly if other VHF sta- 
tions are sanctioned to begin operations in this same territory. 
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A number of witnesses before this committee have directed their 
attention to the disadvantages of UHF stations located in markets 
where they are in competition with VHF stations. I have no doubts 
as to the ability of UHF operators to provide equipment and facilities 
which will give the public at least as satisfactory a television picture 
as any VHF competition. We are doing it. I would not be in the 
business if I didn’t believe that this was true. 

The difficulties le in other directions. For example, under the 
arrangements presently in effect with the sanction of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, the telephone company has exclusive control 
of the operations of intercity network connections. Under its tariffs 
and in formal agreements, it will provide or release the cables or relay 
necessary for a television station to interconnect with the network 
systems only on order of the network. It follows that unless a station 
can get a primary affiliation agreement oe an established network 
which has an allocation of these cables, it cannot participate in pro- 
graming of national importance or in the snteeliead! entertainment 
programing sponsored and supported by the national advertisers. 

This can preclude a UHF station without affiliation from receiving 
the benefits of participation in the nationwide system of broadcast- 
ing and compel it to provide exclusively local programing with limited 
possibilities of securing revenue from national spot advertisers. 

It has already been exph uined that where connections of the cable 
system are required the primary affiliates of the networks have such 
services provided by the network as a portion of its cost of operation, 
whereas a secondary affiliate is obliged to provide such services and 
at times to pay large additional sums to the telephone company for 
them in order to obtain occasional programing which is released by 
the primary affiliate; and in our case we are paying $6,000 a month 
for this connection. 

Senator Porrer. If you have a primary affiliation with a network, 
they pay for all the 

Mr. Lorw1. They pay for the loop, but they demand normally in 
the network business a certain number of free hours; and it seems 
unfair for a network to carry a line and pay the costs of it, which is 
very expensive, without some guaranty that they will get some return 
from that. Therefore, we are placed in the position of either not hav- 
ing a network or paying these costs. 

So, you see, there is not equal programing opportunity for all sta- 
tions, although they all encounter the same competition for audience 
attention. 

I should explain that the relationships between networks and tele- 
vision stations are governed by affiliation agreements under certain 
very general rules of the Federal Communic: ations Commission. 

These agreements are supposed to be filed with the Commission and 
are maintained in confidential files where they are not accessible for 
general public scrutiny. They may include the results of long asso- 
ciation of the network and a broadcaster in the radio field. 

The primary agreement assure the broadcaster of preference in the 
receipt of programing, and since VHF stations, through earlier es- 
tablishment and other rel: itionships with networks, are preferred for 
such agreements, they are in like manner preferred in the clearance of 

valuable and desirable network programing. 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 413 


I might s say unique ‘ly I have been an o yperator of a network, of the 
Du Mont network, for a great number of years and find myself now 
in the position of an affiliate trying to get network service. So, { feel 
I have had a little experience on both sides, although, unfortunately, 
I have not been able to find such utopia as I just learned from our last 
witness exists in Muncie, Ind. 

A secondary agreement really means nothing except a general : 
rangement to h: indle the occasional crumbs from the table in program 
ing ‘wie nthe primary afliliate is so congested with programing from 
one or more networks that it doesn’t care to handle the program. 

Under such arrangements, stations like my own can negotiate for 
and secure excellent and popular programing through prompt action 
only to find the program taken away when the audience is established 
and given to the primary affiliate. 

This action may be upon the demand of the agency handling the 
advertising, upon ‘the demand of the primary affiliate, or by action of 
the network itself. 

All of these conditions require prompt and effective remedy. 

I should explain that, with the foresight that was exerc ised in the 
location and construction of our UHF station, we can compete effec- 
tively for audience, given a fair break. 

My basic concern in appearing before you arises from my realiza- 
tion that as a UHF station I cannot be fully successful unless the 
entire system of UHF operations is strong and an integral part of 
television broadcasting throughout this country. 

The failure of UHF stations elsewhere affects me in discrediting my 
type of service in the minds of advertisers and producers of program- 


ing, in my relationship with the networks and, in fact, with the 
viewing public, who, incidentally, unless I can provide the entertain- 
ment and programing that the VHF provides will not go to the ex- 
pense of putting in the converter, whic h I can tell you in our territory 
runs nearer the $85 average and not the figures that have been given 
here today, and in many cases are not too well put in, and we have, 
with our engineering staffs, made corrections in many of these anten- 


nas and tuners. 

The constant decline on the market for UHF receivers is alarming, 
as the smaller production inevitably means higher production costs 
and sales prices and greater difficulty in my own market to secure 
for my viewers reasonably priced and satisfactory equipment. 

The withdrawal of UHF broadcasters elsewhere means greater 
delay in the perfection of UHF transmitting equipment, harsher 
credit terms and higher prices. 

Above all this, I cannot accept the universal conclusion of all per- 
sons in the industry that ultra-high-frequency must eventually em- 
brace all television without recognizing that something must be done 
now in order to preserve those “who are pioneering in the develop- 
ment of the upper spectrum. 

Now, I left a great deal of testimony out, mainly because so much 
of this hi id been covered prior to my coming on the stand, and I dealt 
only on the individual station. 

I would be very happy to return and try to present to this commit- 
tee 4 to 5 years of the networking end, but it is my honest belief that 
unless the networks are controlled and there is some diversions the 
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two networks cannot 
conclusion, 
Senator Porrer. Thank you, Mr. Loewi. 
Have you any questions ¢ 
Senator Hunt. No. 
Senator Porrer. Thank you for your statement. 
Mr. Loewr. Thank you, sir. 
Senator Porrer. Mr. Tarzian. 
You may proceed with your statement. 


live and UHF cannot live—and that is my 


STATEMENT OF SARKES TARZIAN, OWNER AND OPERATOR OF 
STATION WTTV, BLOOMINGTON, IND. 


TPARZIAN. 





Mr. ' Thank you. 

My name is Sarkes Tarzian, and I am owner and operator of 
Station WTTYV in Bloomington, Ind. 

Senator Porrer. Is that far from Muncie? 

Mr. ‘Tarzian. Actually, we get into Muncie, too, even though they 
didn’t admit it. So, they have two VHF station signals in that area. 

Our company has ‘the unique experience of being one of the largest 
producers of TV tuners—a pioneer in this field—as well as a "TV 
broadcaster covering a large territory—2% million people with one- 
half million sets—operating from a small community of Bloomington, 
Indiana. 

This is our fifth year of TV broadcasting. Therefore, we have 
gone through all the growing pains and all our experience has been 

gotte me by trial and error. 

We believe for TV stations to be successful they must give a service 
that a sufficient number of people want and are now not getting. 
This is true whether the TV station is VHF or UHF. If this basic 
requirement is not met, the TV station is doomed to failure. 

Whether it is VHF or UHF, if a station has a service that a large 
mumber of people want, it still takes time to acquaint people as to 
what is available and to sell them on the idea of buying equipment to 
watch their programs. 

In the early days of television this period lasted from 2 to 3 years. 
During this time the station generally lost money. Far-sighted man- 
agement would provide for this contingency. 

Of the pioneer 108 TV stations, only a small number operated 
profitably from the day of commencement. 

After the freeze, I believe that many UHF broadcasters started 
operations with the expectations that immediately their stations 
would be profitable, and it was on that basis they went into business. 
Since they were speculating rather than trying to operate on a long- 
term basis, some of them were disappointed. 

Due to this haste to get on the air and reap a fast profit many 
started operations with low power and low tower height, with attend- 
ant poor coverage. 

The broadcast equipment and TV sets manufacturers have also been 
at fault. They made promises on performance of equipment which 
they could not meet. 

At FCC hearings on UHF it was implied that high- power trans- 
mitters would be available, as well! as satisfactory TV receivers. Yet, 
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engineers knew—and I was one of them—that these were at least three 
or more years off. 

Unfortunately, when any one manufacturer makes an unrealistic 
statement, everyone else agrees to it so as not to be at a disadvantage 
competitively. They feel that if one fellow can do it, they can do 
it, too. Asa result- 

Senator Porrer. The first liar doesn’t have a chanee, does he? 

Mr. Tarzan. No; they are all on the same basis. 

As a result, the broadcasters and the public sutler—and that is 
what is happening with UHF today. 

We have 50 kilowatt VHF amplifiers commercially available to 
broadcasters. However, the highest UHF amplifier is 10 to 12 
kilowatts. 

VHF receivers have excellent fringe-area performance. UHF 
receivers, until we recently came out with our Model UV-13 tuner, 
have had about one-third the fringe-area performance of VHF sets. 

That is what the UHF receivers had had—one-third the perform- 
ance, the ability to get weak signals—one-third. 

Senator Porrer. When did you come up with that ? 

Mr. Tarzan. I will get into that in a moment. 

With strips this figure can be as low as a fifth—not one-third, but 
a fifth. 

With low-power UHF transmitters and relatively poorer perform 
ing UHF receivers, UHF stations have had a very serious disadvan- 
tage up to now; and, also, a reasonably good UHF receiver has cost, 
from $30 to $50 more than a straight VHF set. 

We feel as far as future VHF and UHF sets are concerned they 
are now on an equal basis. 

We have here developed a UHF—-VHF tuner, which is very simple 
and compact. 

Now, this is what the industry has had to use in the past. 

There is a VHF—-UHF tuner. 

See how complicated this is, with all this gear drive, reduction 
ratios, and so on and so forth. 

That is one type—relatively simple type. 

But look at what one manufacturer, well-known manufacturer, is 
now using to get VHF-UHF coverage. 

Now, look at the difference in the two. 

We can save the manufacturer $10 on his chassis by going to this 
tuner, and this tuner now is as good as the VHF tuner, whereas the 
UHF that is in this thing to the public would cost $30 to $40 more 
and is only one-third as good as this one or the VHF tuner. 

Senator Porrrr. How much will this sell for ? 

Mr. Tarzitan. This will sell for $17.95 to the manufacturer. The 
VHF portion of it will sell for $11.70. So, for $6.25 you get full 
range UHF performance, the UHF performance that is as good as 
VHF, which up to now we haven’t had. 

Senator Porrrer. If we remove the excise tax, that would—— 

Mr. Tarzian. That would make UHF-VHF sets cheaper than 
straight VHF sets, if you remove the excise tax. 

Now, the other thing is: If the manufacturer wants to, he can send 
a set out in the field with just the VHF one and all you need is a 
screwdriver to put on the UHF in the field. You don’t have to be 
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a technician or do a lot of soldering, and so forth, to make the two 
work together. 

I have photographs of this, if you would like to have them. 

Senator Porrer. Is this on the market now ? 

Mr. Tarzian. Yes. Several manufacturers have started te use 
them. 

We now have available a UHF tuner which only costs a manu- 
facturer of TV receivers $6.25 for full-range coverage. This comes 
to a cost of about 9 cents per channel—for 70 channels, 9 cents per 
channel—whereas VHF tuners cost 90 cents per channel for 12 
channels. 

This new UHF tuner has comparable fringe-area performance to 
VHF. 

If receiver manufacturers can be persuaded not to mark up the 
$6.25 for UHF tuners to the customer, by a factor of 3 to 1, which 
they ordinarily do, then there can be a mass distribution of UHF 
receivers. Everyone will pay $6.25 additional for their television set 
to have full UHF coverage. 

We are selling these UHF tuners, for $6.25, at our cost as our 
contribution to the future of the TV industry; and if receiver manu- 
facturers will do likewise, I am sure that at least one big bottleneck, 
higher cost of UHF receivers, as well as comparable performance, 
will be solved. 

Our UV-13 there covers full range, both UHF and VHF « 
channels. In many cases it means a saving of at least $10 to manu- 
facturers over UV tuners they are now making, which have poorer 
performance on UHF. 

Senator Porrer. Is that what is normally in a set ? 

Mr. Tarzan. That is right. That is what has actually come out 
of a current production of one of the leading manufacturers in this 
country. I don’t want to give their name “because they may feel 
ashamed of it. I don’t know. 

Here are two tuners that we build and sell to our customers, up 
until now, until we came out with this. 

So, you can see the complexity, and also the fact that the UHF 
performance is only a third of the VHF performance. 

Senator Porrer. Who buys this from you? 

Mr. Tarzian. Westinghouse is buying it from us now. Farns- 
worth—Capehart-Farnsworth—is buying it from us now. 

We are dickering with a lot of other people who want to get into 
it, too, after they make field tests. 

Up to now all the comments of manufacturers have been very, very 
favorable, and we have facilities to produce it for them. 

Senator Porrer. Do you think you will ever be able to get that 
cost down lower than even that? 

Mr. Tarzian. We are selling it for six and a quarter, which is our 
cost, and, as I will point out later, if we can eliminate the excise tax 
on fullrange, not stripped—I hope the committee recommends 
full-range, real, honest-to- goodness full-range UHF-VHF receivers— 
then these UV receivers will actually be lower priced than a straight 
VHF set, and everybody will want full range. 

I mean that is one place where I think the UHF broadcasters have 
been at fault. They haven’t gone out and promoted UHF nationally, 
in this sense: That if you buy a straight VHF set, even though cheaper 
by $20, $30, or $40, you are buying an obsolete set. 
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They haven’t done that. So, people don’t know, unless you tell 
them, and, as a result, people are price conscious and they are going 
to buy what is cheaper. 

Now, if the UHF broadcasters would gang together and, instead 
of fighting court suits, and so on, spend that money in promoting 
UHF to the American public, and what it means to them, I think we 
would all be better off. 

Senator Porrer. Are there many receivers now on the market with 
that type of tuner in them? 

Mr. Tarzian. They are just coming out, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. They are just coming out. 

Mr, Tarzan. This is a brand-new development, and this is the 
first time it is being shown in the public. 

We have worked with our customers in developing it and testing 
it, and this is the first time we are showing it. 

So, we are pioneering in this thing. I know other people are going 
to duplicate it. They are going to copy it, and to be competitive it 
will carry an equivalent price tag. So, everybody will have it, I am 
sure, 

The UV-13 tuner is designed so that the UHF tuner, if desired, 
can be installed in the field by anyone who can handle a screwdriver— 
this design. 

We have also developed a single-channel and dual-channel converter 
which stations can buy for $8.95. These units can be installed with 
outdoor UHF antenna and sold to the public for $18.95—that is in- 
stalled—thereby permitting owners of straight VHF receivers to 
watch UHF broadcasts. 

The only way you can do that, Senator, is not to depend on the 

servicemen to do this job for you. These stations have to set up their 
own installations’ crews, and just like a newspaper will spend money 
to build up its circulation—they have to do the same thing: Sell this 
at cost, whatever it costs them, and they can do that job and increase 
their circulation and build their viewing audience by making it avail- 
able to the viewers at a relatively low price, so that they can afford it. 

Now, just to give you an ex: umple from our own personal history: 
When we went to channel 4 in Bloomington, Ind., we had a reasonably 
good signal in Indianapolis; but to be sure that you got an excellent 
picture under all conditions you needed an outside antenna, If we 
sat in Bloomington and waited for the Indianapolis serviceman to 
install those antennas, it would take 3, 4, 5 years; but what we did 
was to get the best, low-price, all-band, all-channel antenna that we 
could get hold of, and we set up our own crews, and they are out 
today, every day during the week, installing 300 to 400 VHF all- 
channel antennas in Indianapolis, and we are selling it for $12.95. 

Now, the servicemen in Indianapolis got up in arms about that 
“You’re taking the bread out of our mouths.” 

And we told them, “I ok, if we get more people to view channel 4 
and, as a result, more people will have v: ariety of programs, instead 
of just having one station to watch, they are going to buy more sets; 
they are going to watch television more, and you are going to get more 
business. We are not in the service business. You can keep that.” 

And now they are seeing the light. Now the service people are the 
ones who are installing it for us at twelve ninety-five; but in the 
beginning there was just the revolution. They even boycotted us. 
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[ just want to give an example of some of the things that can be 
done, that the UHF broadcasters have to do, if they want to increase 
their circulation. 

However, UHF broadcasters, I think as a rule to date, have been 
negligent in promoting ideas of this kind to increase their audience. 
‘They have to help themselves by aggressive promotions and services 
of this type, just like the station in Muncie did. 

The only other item remaining to put UHF technically on a sound 
basis is a reasonably priced hundred-kilowatt amplifier. We don’t 
have that yet, but that will come. 

UHF is not as good as its promoters painted it, nor is it as bad 
as some people are trying to make it today. It has its place but, 
like all businesses, it must give a service that people want and be well 
managed by people who know the facts and are willing to work to 
achieve Success, 

Constructively, Congress can help UHF by eliminating excise tax 
on UHF converters and full-range UHF-VHF receivers—not strips. 
The lowered price -will help equalize cost to the consumer between 
straight VHF sets and full-range, 82-channel receivers. However, 
this reduction in excise tax should be limited to full-range sets, not 
makeshift strip arrangements which have been a delusion, because 
every time a UHF station comes on the air you have got to go through 
the whole rigmarole of getting the guy to buy another strip, and 
that is just energy wasted. It is time wasted. It should be done 
properly and done in the beginning. 

At WTTY we will be happy to train UHF station personnel on 
the methods of running a low-cost, economical operation. 

Our company is also developing a low-cost, complete-package UHF 
station for smaller communities. We hope to have such a station in 
expe ae ntal operation by fall of 1954 in Bloomington, Ind. 

We already have our license for such an e xperimental station. 

ie while I have been waiting here to testify—I was supposed to 
testify at 9: 1: 5 this morning—lI have heard a lot of comments, a lot of 
answers, as to how this whole problem can be solved. One of them is: 
P a everybody into UHF, that that will create equality something 
like the Russians: make ever ybody poor and we'll all be better off. 

Stee to me, it seems this way: That if you allow some UHF sta- 
tions—and that’s the standard today—to have 2,000-foot towers, to 
have thousand-kilowatt amplifiers—and to do all that takes a lot of 
money itis going to take $2 million todo sucha thing. 

How many of these gentlemen who are here can put $2 million into 
such an installation ? 

Those VHF stations who now have basic affiliation with the net- 
works can do it, and those stations that are now owned by the networks 
will do it. 

So, where is your equi ality ? 

You are still going to have the problem of UHF stations with 
2.000-foot towers, thousand-kilowatt transmitters, covering a big area, 
blanketing everybody else. 

So, that isn’t the answer. 

Now, the other thing is programing. These gentlemen say, “If 
we could just get programing, why, we would be all right.’ 

But let’s also face the facts, gentlemen. There is “only so much 
programing available in this country, programing that people want 
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to watch, and an advertiser wants to make that programing available 
to the public in this country at the minimum possible cost to him. 

Now, whoever does that job for them at the minimum possible cost 
is going to get the business. If the VHF’s do it, they are going to get 
it. If the U I1F’s do it, they are going to get it. Lf everybody is VHF 
and they have high power and high tower, they are going to get it 
because the y can do it more economically. 

So, we come down again basically to things I don’t think any legisla 
tive body « ‘an do. It’s just a case of supply and demand, and those 
people who were willing to take the gamble in the early days of VHF 
and get in on the ground floor and lose money and have a facility there 
that people want-—now, I don’t think it is a good idea now to make 
these VHF broadcasters go to additional expense to go to VHF again, 
a second time. 

Now, someone said here there are three VHF stations in New York 
who are marginal operations, losing money. If you go to those people 
and tell them, “Now, you have got to goto UHF:;: we're sorry ; we made 
a mistake,” do you think they are going to go to UHF when they 
haven't been able to make a go of VHF? 

Why should they go and spend more money and go to trouble 
with something else when they are already having trouble operating 
at the present time ¢ 

So, you are going to lose pe ople. You are voing to lose broad asters, 

All I can say is all the things that have been suggested here are like 
trying to take aw: Ly something from some peop le who were, let’s Say, 
foresighted enough or foolh: ardy enough or crazy enough to go into 
television in the early days and set up a service; and they would like to 
get in it, too, but there is just so much of it available. No matter what 
you do, there is just so much available; and whatever the supply and 
demand and the amount of money that is available to spend—those 
are the people who: are going to get it. 

Now, I do not believe that it 1s the function of government to guar 
antee a profit for every broadeasting enterprise. Profit should be 
earned by successful service to the people. The early TV broad 
casters had no guaranties. 

We in Bloomington, Ind., in 1946, applied for channel 10. In a 
little town of 15,000 people, we applied for channel 10. At that time 
there wasn’t a commercially available channel 10 transmitter. We 
had to build it to get on the air. 

There were five VHF allocations to Indianapolis, Ind. Not asingle 
radio station wanted any of these. 

Maybe we were crazy fools. We went to the Commission and said, 
“We want channel 10. Will you give it to us?” 

And the Commission did, and it took us 2 years to get the station on 
the air; and we lost money for 3 years, but we have gradually devel 
oped the thing. 

Now, I ask all of you: Is it fair to come around to a VHF broad 
caster who has pioneered, who has done a job, who is giving the service, 
who spent money, and say, “Well, boys, it’s too bad. Now, we've got 
to start all over again?” 

Senator Porrer. When did your station go on the air? 

Mr. Tarztan. We went on the air in 1949. This is our fifth year. 

Senator Hunt. I didn’t understand whether you are VHF or UHF-. 

Mr. Tarzran. VHF. 
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Senator Porrer. You lost money for 3 years? 

Mr. Tarzian. Three years. 

The early TV broadcasters had no guaranties. In fact, for several 
years, prospects were very dark and many, without the guts and 
vision, handed in their construction permits, just as some are doing 
with UHF today. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Hunr. No. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Lutz. 


STATEMENT OF VINCENT J. LUTZ, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF 
TELEVISION SERVICE COS. OF GREATER ST. LOUIS, INC.; VICE 
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF TELEVISION & ELECTRONIC 
SERVICE ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Lutz. My name is Vincent J. Lutz of St. Louis, Mo. 

After listening to some of the witnesses, I would like to qualify my- 
self a little further as a witness, other than I stated. 

I might state that my radio experience goes back to 1914, prior to 
World War I. 

Since 1923, I have made a living in the radio and electronic and 
television business sole ly. 

I am the president of the Association of Television Service Cos. of 
Gireater St. Louis and the vice president of the National Alliance of 
Television & Electronic Service Associations, 

Some of these ideas are my own and some of them are a consensus of 
both our local and national organizations. 

Listening to some of the men who made previous statements, I 
began to wonder whether we are all working for each other or entirely 
for ourselves. 

We have to remember, somebody mentioned, this may be one of the 
most important hearings that was ever held here, when we take into 
consideration that 7 years ago television was a nonexistent industry, 
practically so, and today it is s the third lar gest. In7 years it has gone 
from nowhere to be only surpassed by steel and automobiles. 

The men from Muncie apparently have no problems, but it would 
be like saying that we in St. Louis do not have trouble with Dodger 
fans throwing bottles at the umpire because we have no Dodger fans 
in St. Louis. 

We have had other men say they were against monopoly, but the 
previous witness, not only a broadcaster—he i is a manufacturer, and 
now he suggests that the rest of the broadcasters go into the business 
of selling, delivering, installing, and servicing the equipment in order 
to make the stations a success. I don’t know how much more of a 
monopoly we might suggest getting into. 

Some of the things I know. I know that as president of our asso- 
ciation I needled Senator Johnson when he was the chairman of your 
committee in getting stations for St. Louis. I know I wasn’t the 
only one. We also needled the FCC the same way to get us more 
stations. 

The proper place to start, in my opinion, would be to give to the 
committee the number of UHF sets, converters, and aerials in metro- 
politan St. Louis and their value, the value of inventory of retail 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 421 


dealers and wholesale dist een and the value of the three UHF 
transmitte rs in the St. Louis ar 

In 1953 RETMA reports state ‘that their members delivered in the 
metropolit: in St. Louis area 102,000 new TV receivers equipped to 
receive UHF, valued at $35,700,000. That is a retail value. 

Local distributors claim 120,000 installations of UHF aerials and/or 
converters, valued at $12 million. 

Based on accurate estimates, but conservative estimates, $8 million 
has been added to the above 2 items since January 1, 1954. 

Manufacturers not belonging to RETMA are estimated to have put 
in the hands of the public another $114 million in equipment up to 
May 1, 1954. 

Retail dealers and wholesale distributors claim another $714 mil- 
lion in UHF sets and equipment to be in their present inventory. 

The total investment in the 3 UHF transmitters in St. Louis is $214 
million. 

These items come to a grand total of $66,700,000, which is a con- 
siderable increase over the figure which I gave you, Senator Potter, in 
my letter of April 20. 

The original figure was thought to be an accurate estimate, but 
closer checking with more dealers and distributors caused me to 
revise the figure upward to $66,700,000, which in my opinion is an 
honest figure. 

Someone previously stated that they thought the serviceman had 
not pushed the installation of UHF converters because they didn’t 
make _~ money on them. 

Well, I don’t believe that fact to be wholly true because in many 
instances I made estimates figuring 8 man-hours to make an installa- 
tion and ended up doing the job and furnishing as high as 15 to 20 
man-hours for the same price in order to get the set to function prop- 
erly—that is the UHF installation—because we are not in business 
for today. I have been in business a long time, and I intend to stay 
there. So, satisfied customers are necessary, and we haven’t made 
uny money, but we have made the sets per form in many instances. 

Senator Porrer. Does it take considerably more time to install 
UHF receiver than a VHF receiver? 

Mr. Lurz. Much more time. It is a much more critical installation. 

It is the consensus in St. Louis that if the UHF system fails the 
$66,700,000 would be a total loss. 

As stated in my letter of April 20, 1954, the failure of the FM radio 
system, while causing many, many complaints, was not too serious. 
This was due to the fact that there were not near as m: iny FM radio 
installations as there are now UHF television installations and that 
the average cost of each FM installation was but a fraction of a UHF 
television installation. 

I am talking here from the point of the little man that uses it. Try 
to get an overall picture of 166 million people that are trying to get 
television entertainment and service. 

Now, if the people in the St. Louis area were to no longer be able 
to receive UHF programs and the $66,700,000 in UHF equipment 
were made useless to them through the failure of the UHF system, the 
hue and cry would be so loud that it could be heard here in Washington. 

I am sure that our two good Senators from Missouri and our Rep- 
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resentatives from the St. Louis area would not want my fellow St. 
Louisans to suffer such loss financially. 

The loss of the programs which are brought into the St. Louis area 
as a public service and necessity are not to be overlooked. 

In creating the UHF system the Federal Communications Com- 
mission caused the people of St. Louis to spend over $66 million so as 
to be able to receive these programs. 

The FCC apparently put their stamp of approval on the UHF sys- 
tem and thereby caused the public to accept the fact that their Gov- 
ernment was backing the UHF system. 

By allocating UHF channels and granting licenses to three DHF 
stations in St. Louis, the FCC, in my opinion, has caused the expendi- 
ture of the aforementioned $66,700,000 in St. Louis and, therefore, 
have an obligation to see that this investment is protected. 

This protection of other UHF stations is needed in all UHF areas. 

1 thought that, but I see now there is one that doesn’t need it. 

Senator Porrer. As | understand, you have two UHF stations 
there. 

Mr. Lurz. Well, we actually have three. One is not operating. 
will cover that further. 

‘The amounts of money invested in other areas are not known to me, 
but I believe would vary proportionately with the relative population 
of each individual area 

‘] he total loss would exceed, I believe, a billion dollars should 
nationwide breakdown on UHF occur. 

Many retail dealers and service dealers in St. Louis and throughout 
the country, depending entirely on television for their income, would 
be financi: uly ruined should the entire UHF system fail. 

With business in general declining, the failure of UHF cannot be 
tolerated, especially when the public was against the idea in the be- 
ginning and all television dealers in St. Louis put themselves out on 
the limb with their customers, selling an idea created by the FCC. 

What new ideas on electronics or home entertainment could be sold 
to the public by us if UHF fails / 

This applies to color television, which has not even reached St. 
Louis, and is heralded as a new era in home entertainment. 

Just how long would color television have to be in existence before 
the public would be convinced it would not go the way of FM and 
UHF? 

In my opinion, it would take years, if ever. 

Now, let us consider the technical aspects. 

l am not talking as a broadcaster because I am not on that end, but 
this is from my end, on the receiving end, and from the hundreds of 
thousands of customers that myself and our affiliated members in the 
association serve. 

UHF television will give a sharper, cleaner picture than VHF; a 
picture seeming to have more depth than VHF; a picture not affected 
by ignition and man-made interference like V HE is affected. 

More UHF stations can be allocated in the same area without inter- 
fering with each other. 

People I know living in southeast Missouri cannot receive a decent 
television picture because the VHF station in St. Louis interferes with 
the VHF station in Memphis, Tenn., even though the two stations 
are approximately 300 miles apart. This would not be true if the 
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two stations were telecasting on UHF. In fact, many stations could 
be spotted in between St. Louis and Memphis without causing inter- 
ference, 

That is true in the general area. I don’t mean in a beeline. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Lurz. If and when all the UHF stations the FCC allocated 
go on the air, almost everyone in the United States could expect good 
television reception. This would have been impossible with the 
original VHF allocation made by the FCC, 

Let me finaliy present the programing situation. 

Channel 14 is bankrupt because they were unable to schedule a 
single network program with any network. Yet, many good pro- 
grams are presented by the networks that are not coming into St. 
Louis. 

Why is this? 

I would like to mention another fact here that was brought up by 
someone stating the thinking it was not proper for a newspaper to 
own a television station. C ‘hannel 5 CSA-TV is owned by the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch, which is a good newspaper, and channel 5 is a 
very good station. It has some very good public service programs, 
but up until recently they carried in the Post-Dispatch the three UHF 
station listings and their own channel 5 VHF listing. The VHF 
listings were carried in very bold type. They owned the paper that 
printed it. They owned the station. The U HE stations were carried 
in very small type that you had to put your glasses on to see; and only 
when the UHF stations finally got together, after a long time—now 
the programs are printed in the same size type. 

I am of the opinion that in some way this action may be construed 
to be in restraint of trade. At least, programs of public interest are 
being withheld from viewers in St. Louis. 

An outstanding example of this is ae Dennis Day show, an NBC 
show, scheduled every Monday at 8 p. m. St. Louis time. KSD-TY, 
channel 5 VHF, in St. Louis, is cpumed to be one of the better NBC 
basic outlets, yet they do not carry the Dennis Day show. Repeated 
requests have been made to NBC to put this program into St, Louis 
for our people, but they say that KSD-TV cannot clear time for the 
show. 

What does KSD-TV, a basic NBC outlet, carry every Monday at 
8 p.m.? A CBS show entitled “Mama,” and coming as a kinescoped 
or film show. 

The Dennis Day show is a live show, and all live shows are superior 
in picture quality to film shows, 

Now, someone mentioned they didn’t know anything about adver 
tising agencies not recommending UHF. I saw the copy of a letter 
before I left St. Louis from an advertising agency to a client recom 
mending that their show not go into St. Louis until channel 4 was on 
the air. They had requested to go in on a UHF channel, and they told 
them to hold off until channel 4 would be on the air. 

I am told that efforts have been made by the sponsors of the Dennis 
Day show and their dealers to get “Mama” transferred to one of the 
UHF channels and to get KSD-TV to carry the Dennis Day show. 
Failing to do this, I am told KSD-TV was asked to waive on the 
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Dennis Day show so it could be carried on a UHF channel in St. Louis. 
This request, I am informed, was also refused. 

KSD-TYV also carries another very popular show, the Red Skelton 
show, at midnight every Friday, on film, a week later than the actual 
show. I understand UHF stations in St. Louis have unsuccessfully 
tried to get this show live early in the evening when many more view- 
ers would enjoy it. 

Finally, may I urgently request that the UHF stations and the 
existing investment be protected in some way until UHF is established 
and can stand alone. The time required may be as long as 2 years. 

Something was mentioned about the rate television sets were being 
manufactured. On projected figures, manufacturers of television 
figure that by 1956 a general replacement market—that is, a satura- 
tion point in television will have been reached and a general replace- 
ment market, continuing on from that time of about 6 million receiv- 
ers a year will be manufactured. 

[ bring this point out in support of requiring manufacturers to 
build a full television set, the full tuner, UHF-VHF, and maybe 
even sometime dropping the combination, so that when a user—when 
you ask a user, “Are you looking at UHF or VHF ?”—that is a haz- 
ard today to ask him that—he will say, “I am looking at channel 
5,” or, “I am looking at channel 54,” and erase from his mind that 
there is a difference, that he can get a good picture on both spectrums. 

Subscription television on UHF stations only would help, and so 
would placing color television on UHF only, for a limited period. 

Allowing networks on television stations to own and operate more 
than five stations, if the stations are UHF stations, would provide an 
incentive for pushing UHF into a self-sufficient position. 

Television manufacturers installing UHF tuners in every set they 
build would establish public confidence in UHF and create a desire 
on the part of advertisers using television as an advertising medium 
to place advertising contracts with UHF stations, thereby insuring 
the station’s existence and the public’s investment. 

Radio Station KWK has recently been granted channel 4 and will 
be on the air within 8 months. It is rumored that they will be a CBS 
basic outlet. No one objects to channel 4 coming on the air, but if they 
come on the air with CBS network and nothing is done concretely to 
protect the UHF stations, the UHF stations will be seriously hurt, 
maybe to the point of going off the air entirely. 

Since the granting of channel 4 in St. Louis there is something that 
has gone on in St. Louis that I have heard no one else bring up. 
It may be in other cities also, but this is a rumor going on that U HF in 
the St. Louis area is ready to fold up entirely. We cannot pinpoint or 
find out who is originating this, but people are willing to bet, take 
bets, that there will not be a single UHF station on the air in the 
St. Louis area after the baseball telecasting is stopped. 

These rumors and offers to take bets have only appeared since the 
granting of channel 4. 

Senator Porrer. Baseball is being televised by one of the U sta- 
tions; is that right? 

Mr. Lurz. Yes. One of the UHF stations has that outlet, and 
they also have an option—the sponsor has an option—for next season, 
that is, the 1955 season, also. So, evidently the sponsor is well sold 
on UHF, if he has an option for next year. 
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The decision on UHF help must come quickly to avoid UHF failure 
in St. Louis as in Kansas City, Mo., where U HF was ruined trying to 
exist with two VHF network stations. 

I might say some of these figures we heard about—fourteen ninety- 
five converters—some of the dealers who immediately ran up to 
Kansas City from St. Louis were able to buy converters that we were 
paying $32 wholesale for—they were able to buy them for $5 apiece 
because those fellows were ready to give up, and they were selling out 
for what they could get for what they had. 

Senator Porrer. You were here when the previous witness testified 
and showed his all-channel tuner? 

Mr. Lutz. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any of those tuners in St. Louis? 

Mr. Lurz. Well, those tuners, of course, are coming, evidently, in 
the late 1954 or early 1955 models. 

I would say, in taking a manufacturer’s formula for arriving at 

i list price, or retail price, and using it in reverse, I would say a 
manufacturer should be able to, at his level, produce a set for about 
$2.95 more with an all-channel tuner than he is doing it today. 

Now, that is based on the fact that many manufacturers are adver 
tising a VHF only set for just $20 less than a combination, com- 
plete, not a stripped tuner but a continuous tuner, cover all channels 
of VHF and UHF. So, there is $20 at the retail level, and my 
understanding is it probably cost him about $2.95. 

Senator Porrer. What has the experience been in St. Louis with 
new sets that are being sold? What percentage of them will receive 
just VHF and what percentage have an all-channel tuner ¢ 

Mr. Lutz. Well, up to now the figures that I have been able to 
gather from the distributors—most distributors have not delivered 
anything but combination UHF-VHF sets for the last year. 

Senator Porrrer. In other words, people who are buying sets now 
are getting the all-channel tuner ? 

Mr. Lurz. That is right. 

Now, there is one other figure that Mr. Garrison got that I think 
is a little pessimistic for the UHF operators, and I got a very recent 
figure. The figure of 600,000 sets in the St. Louis area given on 
by the VHF station is gathered from the local power and light com 
pany, who get their figures from all of the distributors of television 
sets in the St. Louis area; but some of those distributors distribute 
sets in Springfield, Mo., Hannibal, Quincy, Ill., Decatur, Ill, Spring 
field, Ill., and that is not a primary St. Louis area. So, deleting 
some of those, plus the fact they do not ever take anything off for 
a set that is junked or traded in, I would say the fair figure for the 

Louis area would be 500,000, not 600,000: and our firure of 
220,000 UHF sets would not make it a 30 percent but almost 50 
percent conversion factor in St. Louis. 

I think possibly in a little newspaper item I have here we might 
say UHF has a moral victory, but you don’t pay off on moral vic- 
tories. The station in Spartanburg, S. C., asked to move their tower 
down within 6 miles of an existing UHF area. The UHF station 
objected, and it was taken to the Federal Communications Com 
mission, and the tower has been moved, and they report the signal 
is many times stronger now in the UHF signal than it is in the city 
to where the VHF channel has been assigned. 
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Where I get the moral victory for that is Commissioner Hennock 
was the only one that dissented and said it wasn’t fair to the existing 
stations to move somebody else in on top of them when they are getting 
along fairly well as they are. 

Another article on Senator Johnson suggesting that the manu- 
facturers put a combination VHF-UHF unit in the color television 
sets—I think it would be a better idea if it went in all sets, not just in 
the color television sets. 

But I am not attempting to blame the FCC or the Senate. It is 
again something that everybody pushed. Everybody pushed for 
more television stations. It was done in a hurry, and anything that 
could start from its birth and reach No. 3 position in 7 years is going 
to have a terrific amount of growing pains, and in order for a lot of 
people not to be seriously hurt it is going to probably require some 
aid or intervention in some way. 

Senator Porrer. And you dont think it has stopped growing yet 
either, do you? 

Mr. Lurz. No; it hasn’t stopped growing yet. There are many 
other things, such as subscription television, and we haven't even had 
color television, and I heard recently at a national meeting of the na- 
tional people that a certain manufacturer was now ready to demon- 
strate his three-dimensional television set. 

Senator Porrer. That is all we need. 

Thank you kindly, 

Mr. Israel. 

Mr. Isrart. Yes, sir. 

nator Porrer. Mr. Israel, will you identify yourself for the 
record ¢ 


STATEMENT OF LARRY H. ISRAEL, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER, TELECASTING, INC., PITTSBURGH, PA. 


Mr. Isrart. My name is Larry H. Israel. I am vice president and 
general manager of Telecasting, Inc., permittee of television station 
WENS, channel 16, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

WENS began operation August 29, 1953. It uses in excess of 
200,000 watts of power and an antenna height above average terrain 
of over 850 feet. With the exception of Saturdays and Sundays, 
when our hours of operation are fewer, we are now operating 16 
hours each di Ly. 

Our station was built at a cost of approximately $580,000, and since 
August 1953 additional investments bring the total fixed assets to 
approximately $850,000. 

Our corporation is owned by 23 individuals and 1 corporation, All 
the individual stockholders are residents of the Pittsburgh area or 
have business and civie interests in that community. The single cor 
porate stockholder, Tyrone Corp., is a Pennsylvania corporation with 
offices in Pittsburgh. 

Pittsburgh is the largest intermixed UHF-VHF market in the 
nation. 

WENS is owned and operated by Pittsburgh people. Its staff has 
a combined VHF-TYV experience of 110 years and 4 months. These 
people did not become any less adept in their positions when they 
switched to the UHF band. 
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I make this point because it has been implied some ef the UHF 
broadcasters are Johnny-come-latelies to TV. 

The investors in the station are all active in Pittsburgh civie and 
business life. Most of them are lifelong residents of the city. They 
have not invested on a speculative basis. 

It was conceived with great care and study. Equipmentwise the 
station is competitive with the existing VHF station in every possible 
manner. 

Programwise we did not depend on network service as our main 
stay of programing, although we would like to point out that ABC 
and CBS have been helpful and cooperative with us in Pittsburgh to 
the limit of their ability. For example, in 6 months WENS com- 
pleted more hours of remote telecasting—major sports and special 
events—than had been accomplished previously in the market in 5 
prior years. 

We telecast special sports events from New York, three or more in a 
series, many times providing service to a regional network, many sta 
tions of which were VHF. 

We did this at great cost in equipment expenditures and rights 
charges. 

No new station, U or V, to our knowledge, ever worked harder to 
promote television. 

We do not seek any special dispensations for UHF, but do seek the 
same ability to compete rather than the unnatural handicaps placed 
upon the new band. 

If UHF does not succeed in a major market such as Pittsburgh, it 
will be academic if it succeeds in the sparsely populated areas, for if 
a network is to be coempetitive it must clear time in the top markets 
of the country and there are not sisson television channels to go 
around in these markets unless UH F is used. 

WENS has confidence in the ultimate success of LHF. However, 
we feel that UHF stations should have the same chance to succeed as 
did VHF stations. 

Now, the rules have been changed to the extent that the FCC, 
perhaps unwittingly, has created an additional handicap for UHF in 
Pittsburgh by circumventing its original allocation plan by which 
most applicants were guided when they ventured into the new band. 
In other words, the rules have been changed to hasten VHF at the 
expense of UHF. 

After making its original allocation—by “original allocation” I 
refer to the sixth report—for two V’s and three U’s for Pittsburgh, 
the FCC, by what I eall a special gimmick, cireumvented its own 
allocation. This gimmick, in reality a television gerrymander, was 
to add a VHF channel in the city of Irwin, Pa., on the outskirts of 
Pittsburgh—population 4,200. To all practical intents and purposes, 
this will be a Pittsburgh channel. Therefore, we are proposing that 
in fairness the hearings on this ce channel 4, Irwin, Pa. 
which were set for May 21, today, be delayed for 1 year pending a 
reexamination of UHF in intermixed marke ts, 

We have no quarrel with the FCC’s original allocation for Pitts- 
burgh. We were aware of what the competitive picture would be. 
Therefore, there is no dispute by WENS as regards channel 11 now 
in hearing. Channel 11 is now in hearing. 
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The FCC indicates that it is sympathetic with some of the obstacles 
placed before UHF. The Commission, however, says it has no author- 
ity to help. It does seem that if it had this authority to assign new 
VHF channels after its original allocation was made it would seem 
logical that the same power and authority could be used to put UHF 
on the same compet itive level as VHF. 

If this undue handicap is placed on UHF in Pittsburgh, it could 
very well create considerable economic hardship from UHF itself. 
Thus far, based on present UHF conversion and based on a minimum 
of $50 per converted set by the public, it would mean a financial loss 
of $15 million in Pittsburgh alone. Multiplied by similar markets, 
the total sum would run into the hundreds of millions. This demise 
of UHF could, by the same token, mean the demise of the third and 
fourth networks. 

It is generally agreed, with but two networks in this country, such 
telecasting monopoly could readily lead to thought control. It would 
end once and for all any thought of a nationwide competitive service, 
because a network cannot long survive without sufficient affiliates in 
key markets. 

In order to preclude a too-little, too-late proposition, WENS pro- 
poses two series of plans: 

Firstly—short-range proposals which can and should be effected 
immediately ; 

Secondly—long range, which can be made operative over a period 
of time and on a gradual, transitional basis, if the short-range pro- 
posals don’t work. 

(a) Short range: 

1. That channel 4 hearing in Irwin, Pa.—and those similar addi- 
tions in other intermixed markets circumventing the original alloca- 
tion plan—be suspended for 1 year pending a reexamination of UHF. 

2. That the FCC-proposed multiple-ownership plan—or preferably 
the Du Mont plan—I, personally, like plan C—be legalized imme- 
diately. 

Thus far, while ABC and CBS have cooperated with us in Pitts- 
burgh, the networks have had no financial interest at stake. The 
networks are equipped and geared in a promotional way to build UHF 
nationwide. ‘This promotion should be spread and shared equitably 
by the four networks. 

I would like to point this out: That, unlike VHF, the difficulty with 
UHF now is that it is being sold from the bottom up by the individual 
stations alone rather than from the top down, with all the industry 
working together, as they did originally in VHF. 

3: That an immediate halt should be made to share-time grants and 
the quickie, overnight mergers. 

(>) Long range—if the short-range solutions do not solve the prob- 
lems, I propose—and I know others have been proposed by the co- 
ordinating committee and Du Mont, and I merely toss these in the 
hopper—perhaps theirs are better: 

‘1. In order to preserve UHF as a competitive service and at the 
same time solving the intermixture problem in markets so affected, 
it is proposed that all V’s in intermixed markets be transferred to U’s 
over a period of 5 years. 

This would indicate to national time buyers that UHF is perma- 
nent and would preserve the present U’s as a nationwide service. 
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For any dislocation or replacement of gear that might be necessary 
for V stations in these markets, possible tax concessions could be made, 
In other areas where U’s have been allocated but not constructed, no 
such problem exists. 

As an alternate plan, the replacement of the FM band between 
channels 6 and 7 could be utilized in the intermixed markets, pro- 
viding three additional V’s, the number of which to be used in a given 
intermixed market to be based on the number of UHF’s presently 
operating in that market. 

1 would just hke to point this out: Some of the manufacturer rep- 
resentatives here that I have been listening to said they are doing 
everything possible to sell UHF. Frankly, in my experience, this is 
mere lipservice. 

Let me show you this newspaper from Pittsburgh—and_ I don’t 
want to use the manufacturer’s name, Senator, but I would like to 
show you this. The headline is “Terrific’—blank—‘TV Value, 
$139.95”; very small type below, “If you want UHF too, it’s only”— 
and vou see the price below. 

That is one newspaper clipping. To me, if it isn’t dishonest, it is 
almost, I think, unethical. 

Commissioner HenNock. What is the price 

Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. Thirty dollars. 

Mr. Israrn. An additional $30, which is modest in this case. Most 
of them are between 50 and 60. 

I would like to make that a part of the record. 

Senator Porrrer. That will be made a part of the official reeord of 
the committee. 

Mr. Israen. Attached to that is another newspaper, and the article 
I have reference to is entitled “TV Topics.” The headline says “Why 
Do They Charge Extra?” 

I would like to quote very briefly from this: 

If manufacturers were making an honest effort to help promote the growth of 
television, they would discontinue, at once, the practice of charging extra for 
sets that cover both the VHF and UHF bands. 

Almost all the sets being sold in the district are equipped for reception on 
all channels, including UHF, of course, but there is a “slight additional charge” 
over models designed for VHF only. 

I recall being told by the president of a well-known TV manufacturing com- 
pany several years ago: 

“When UHF comes we will absorb the additional cost of the all-band tuner. 
It won’t amount to much, and there’s no reason why all manufacturers shouldn't 
be able to do the same.” 

I won't read the rest. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the official files of the 
committee. 

Mr. Isragx. All right, sir. 

I would just like one final word, if I may. 

Senator Porrer. I have a vote waiting for me downstairs. 

Mr. Isrart. I will make it very brief. 

Certain witnesses here have said UHF broadcasters might be faced 
with and should expect a long, hard road in pioneering, and we are 
prepared for that. We expect, no profit certainly for the first year; 
and I have pioneered in both VHF and UHF and, believe me, this is 
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the fallacy: While VHF progressed daily; you could see it grow; it 
was only a question of time—UHF has now reached an impasse. 

Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you for your statement. 

I am sorry, but we are going to have to recess until I get back or 
another Senator gets back from the vote. 

(Whereupon, at 4:51 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 5:03 
p- m.) 

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order. 

We have three more witnesses, and we would like to conclude them 
this evening, if we can, and we will recess at the conclusion of the 
hearing tonight until June 3. 

Mr. J. P. Beacom. 


Mr. Beacom, we will be pleased to hear your statement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN PATRICK BEACOM, PRESIDENT-OWNER OF 
WJPB-TV, INC., FAIRMONT, W. VA., ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT M. 
DRUMMOND, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF 
RADIO AND TELEVISION OPERATIONS, WJPB-TV, INC., FAIR- 
MONT, W. VA. 


Mr. Beacom. Mr. Chairman, Madam Commissioner, members of 
the committee; my name is John Patrick Beacom. I am president- 
owner of WJ PB-TY, Inc., in Fairmont, W. Va., and this is Robert M. 
Drummond, our vice president and general manager of our radio op- 
erations and television operations in Fairmont. 

In connection with our television station, WJPB-TV, I also own 
and operate radio stations in Fairmont and New Martinsville, W. Va., 
and Butler, Pa. 

I am a little reluctant at this late hour, Mr. Chairman, to take up 
so much of your valuable time. As a matter of fact, I had thought 
earlier this afternoon of presenting my statement and having it in- 
serted in the record; but in view of some testimony that had been given 
here in the late hours this afternoon, I felt that it might be proper 
for the cause of our UHF group that I say a few words, and I shan’t 
be too late. 

Senator Porrer. You can do that and you can submit your state- 
ment, if you wish, and it will be made a part of the record, and you 

can discuss whatever points you would like to discuss. 

Mr. Beacom. Thank you very much. 

As I say, I am a little reluctant to follow the gentlemen from Indi- 
ana, two of them, Muncie and Bloomington, who have told you of the 
wonderful record of achievement for WLBC and also the V station in 
Bloomington, for we in our little market, which is, of course, not in 
the same class as either Muncie or Bloomington, and Indianapolis, 
feel that we in Fairmont have 

Senator Porrer. How large is Fairmont ? 

Mr. Beacom. Twenty-eight thousand people. That is the city. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Beacom. I am speaking of the market now 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Bracom. Which covers Muncie and Bloomington, which is 
larger, have a success story, nothing like Mr. Burton’s or Mr. Tarz- 
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jan’s, but, to be sure, nevertheless, one W hich we feel merits some con 
sideration by this committee. 

Now, Indiana has its full share of success stories as evidenced by 
what Mr. Tarzian told us here a few moments ago. 

I think one of the first statements he made was that no one should 
go into the television business without sufficient reserve to protect 
themselves against a long pull of losses. l think he is very wise in 
that statement, but I can also think of the time—and I have read 
his success story, I think, in one of the weekly periodicals—where he 
started in business not too many years ago for less than S9.000, and 
he has made quite a success of his business. 

So, | would say in this American way of business, of free enterprise, 
1 think it is a challenge for perhaps some of our smaller stations 
in our smaller communities and smaller markets to see if we can’t 
bring television, the greatest medium of expression today, to the 
people of our area. 

Now, I would just like to say, if 1 might, Fairmont, as 1 told you, 
a city of about 29,000 people, is considered America’s smallest market 
with a camera-chain station, UHF station, for live television pro- 
grams. 

WJPB-TYV has been cited in various industry media as the lowest 
‘ost chain, camera chain, station on the air to date. 

I think that is important for this committee and perhaps for the 
Commission. 

Senator Porrer. What do you mean by “camera chain”? 

Mr. Beacom. We mean by that a st: ition which has a live camera, 
a camera which takes studio pictures and transmits it over the air for 
transmission purposes. 

Therefore, we feel that our appearance here today before this 
distinguished subcommittee, and the Commission, may in a measure 
and we hope at least will—assist you in your study of the UHF eco- 

nomic problems affecting the small markets and, let’s say, the grass- 
roots areas of our country, coining a phrase from our colleagues from 
Nebraska and Kansas. 

Any solution of these economic problems of the UHF television 
operators must recognize that the American public has a vital stake 
in any nationwide television system, based upon free enterprise. 

Such a competitive television system must be based upon a sound 
P ‘lan for allocation of channels over the country. This was the ob- 
jective of the sixth report and order of the Federal Communications 
NemUD 5 yet, in considering the various problems which have 
beset UHF, it is becoming increasingly clear that with the present 
allocation system the UHF stations cannot possibly achieve an equal- 
ity of competitive opportunity with the VHF stations. 

UHF in its present stage of development is economically handi- 
capped. 

You have heard all about that. The problems are multitude. 

A corrective must be found, lest the operation of television stations 
in the smaller communities, in the grassroots areas, of our country 
cease to exist. 

I shall not attempt, as I told you, this afternoon, in this brief state- 
ment, to catalog all the problems already affecting UHF in our area, 
because most of those factors already have or will. be brought to your 
attention in this hearing. 
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Aside from the high cost of conversion of VHF sets that we have 
heard about, the continued manufacture, promotion, and sale of re- 
ceivers capable of VHF reception only, the very great price differential 
between UHF all-channel and VHF-only receivers and the failure 
to manufacturer RF amplifier tubes for practically home UHF recep- 
tion have contributed greatly to the increasing apathy of the public 
to purchase such receivers and the lack of enthusiasm on the part of 
the dealers in these areas to sell UHF. 

Now, a small local station, either television or radio, can survive 
only so long as it can obtain the necessary revenue for operation. 
‘This depends entirely upon the availability of programs sufficiently 
attractive to cause public acceptance of the station. 

Today the very existence of any television station is the availability 
of adequate network programs. For the most part networks are inter- 
ested in the lowest cost per given number of receivers and, conse- 
quently, in most cases they favor the VHF stations. 

It is just a natural course of economics. 

In the case of WJPB-TV in Fairmont, we are more fortunate in 
this respect than others. Through the generous and friendly coopera- 
tion of the Du Mont Television Network and its owned and operated 
Pittsburgh station, WDTV, we have been allowed—that is WJ PB-TV, 
our station, has been allowed—to pick up off the air all Du Mont 
Network programs, which we could not otherwise have carried had it 
not been for the willingness of Harold Lund, the general manager 
of WDTYV, and the Du Mont Television Network, through E. B. 
Lyford, the station relations manager, to help a little grassroots 
television station get started. 

WJPB-TV is not interconnected by American Telephone & Tele- 
graph Co. to network cables. 

We are also affiliated with the National Broadcasting Co. and the 
American Broadcasting System on what is termed a nonconnected 
basis. 

We receive little revenue from the network for the programs carried, 
but we do have the advantage of good programing through these 
networks, which, after all, means dollars and cents in other ways. 

Our agreements with the American Broadcasting Co. and the Na- 
tional Broadcasting Co. are such that they can be canceled by the 
network at any time within 60 days’ notice. 

Experience has shown that even though a UHF Station with a 
network affiliation has been established in a community for some time, 
whenever a new VHF station comes into the market it is usually able 
to obtain the network affiliation. 

In the case of WJPB-TY, we are wondering what effect the coming 
of VHF to nearby Clarksburg will have on our present network 
affiliations. 

That is approximately 25 miles from Fairmont. 

Frankly, should be lose our network affiliations, we would be inclined 
to discontinue the operation of our television station, unless something 
in the interim would develop which would prove otherwise. 

All attempts by WJPB-TV to work out an agreement with the 
Columbia Broadcasting System to affiliate with the CBS network 
has met with a series of rebuffs. The attitude of that network has 
been anything but cooperative insofar as WJPB-TV is concerned, 
this despite the fact that CBS does not have an affiliation anywhere 
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in this area which furnishes a grade A television signal to the Fair- 
mont, Mongantown, or Clarks burg area, and by that I say they have 
no affiliate in Pittsburgh, in Johnstown, or the Wheeling area that 
will get them into Fairmont, even a hundred miles away. 

Now, we are very interested in CBS for one reason, one particular 
program, that is, the Westinghouse Studio One, because in Fairmont 
we have the largest Westinghouse plant for the manufacture of fluo- 
rescent bulbs in the United States. They employ some 5,000 people. 
They would like to see their program. They would like to see it on a 
local station. We can’t bring it to them. We told them we would 
carry it for free; we would take it as a public service, but that had 
no effect upon their decision with respect to feeding WJPB-TV any 
CBS programs. 

I point this out merely to show you we can get cooperation from 
some networks, but we certainly haven’t had it from CBS. 

The inadequacy of UHF coverage—and later in this report I shall 
discuss this more in detail as it concerns WJ PB-TV—the high cost of 
conversion, interference, and other problems are freque ‘ntly exploited 
by VHF operators to the further detriment of UHF stations, and the 
competitive efforts of those interested in other than UHF television 
are ieeeiieatly directed to playing up such inadequacies and the neces 
sary extra investments required by the public to enable them to re- 
ceive the UHF stations in the area 

It is in this ees gentlemen, that I suggest the members of your 
committee look, for we in Fairmont, a very small community and 
small market, are encountering an economic threat to the very exist- 
ence of WJPB-TYV through the accelerated expansion of the unregu- 
lated and uncontrolled community antenna systems. 

Fairmont geographically is located some 78 miles from Wheeling, 
where there is 1 VHF station, 115 miles from Pittsburgh, where there 
is 1 VHF station and 2 UHF stations, and 125 miles from Johnstown, 
where there is 1 VHF station and 1 UHF station. Each of these 
cities operates one or more televi ision stations. 

According to the Commission’s engineering studies, none of the 
television stations in the above-mentioned cities should provide a 
signal of sufficient strength to serve Fairmont. Thus, on the surface 
of the Commission’s findings, Fairmont would not expect to have 
television, other than that furnished by its own VHF station, WJPB 
TV, on channel 35. 

Now, the situation becomes complicated because the J. H. Whitney 
interests of New York, through their Jerrold Electronics Corp. in 
Philadelphia, have come into West Virginia and, under the name of 
the Fairmont Television Cable Corp. in Fairmont and the Clarks- 
burg Television Cable Corp. in Clarksburg, have built a network 
offering closed-circuit television service to these communities with 
programs from Wheeling, Pittsburgh. and Johnstown stations. 

The Fairmont Television Cable Corp. picks up off the air the signals 
of the above-mentioned stations, with or without _their consent, ampli- 
fies it and, for an installation fee of $137, plus $3.75 per month, pipes it 
to the homes of the subscribers. As a result, Fairmount, with only 1 
television station, only 1 allocated by the Commission, channel 35, 
allocated to it for geogr: wns and economic reasons, now has, for all 
practical purposes, 3 nonallocated TV stations competing with the 
local UHF hometown station. 
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Senator Porrer. What kind of an operation did you say this was? 

Mr. Bracom. A community antenna system. 

We will get into that in just a moment with some other data here 
that I would like to furnish the committee. 

[ am bringing this out because it has not been brought to the com- 
mittee’s attention until now. 

To further complicate our problem, WJPB-TV was added to the 
closed-circuit system of the Fairmont Television Cable Corp. when it 
went on the air in March. Two days later, without notice to its sub- 
scribers, that is, the cable subscribers, the public, or the station, 
WJPB-LYV, their signal was removed from the closed-circuit system. 

Much publicity an nd advertising pointing out that Fairmont’s own 
television station, WJ PB-TV, would be carried by the Fairmont Tele- 
vision Cable Corp., making it unnecessary for the several thousand 
substribers to convert their sets to the UHF channel 35, had been given 
prey ously, adding further confusion. 

In that connection, I should like to submit to the committee here 
this full-page advertisement out of the Fairmont paper which, as you 
can see, says: “Welcomes Fairmont’s Own TV Station, WJ PB- TV, 
and Will Carry WJ PB-TV Programs on the TV cable.” 

In effect, the y are saying: “You don’t have to convert. Don’t con- 
vert. It won't cost you anything.” 

There, if you will accept it, please, Mr. Chairman, is that adver- 
tisement. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. That will be made a part of the official rec- 
ords of the committee. 

Mr. Breacom. We would like to put in the record they are unregu- 
lated and uncontrolled, and the statements they can make in the press 
are suc h that they are not borne out in their actions, and it certainly 
does affect the stations that have come through the regular and proper 
channels, designated by the Congress, in setting up the rules and 
regulations for the operation of the television stations. 

It is important that in communities where UHF stations are oper- 
ating, and perh: aps some VHF stations are operating, that these unreg- 
ulated community antenna systems must be brought under some sort 
of supervision or regulation, whether it is as a utility, so they can’t 
raise the rates, which they can do at any time now, or whether to deter- 
mine by the Commission or some regulatory body how they can 
operate. 

I think it is extremely important that we point out that we are not 
in an economic depression as far as WJ PB-TV is concerned. Our 
station, as we have said at the outset here, went on the air for the 
lowest cost of any operation to date in the country, a little less than 
a hundred and eighteen thousand dollars, with a camera chain. 

Our operating costs—and I will go into those in just a moment— 
have been sufficiently low, I believe, as to indicate we can operate a 
television station and stay in business at reasonable cost ; but the point 
we make is that television suffers where these unregulated community 
antennas operate, and we hope you will consider this in your delibera- 
tions on this committee. 

The paramount consideration of public interest. which should be rec- 
ognized by the Senate subcommittee, aside from this, of course, is that 
the pub lic has a vital stake in the preservation of existing television 
stations as a competitive force in the industry. 
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This consideration is based upon the basic governmental determina- 
tion which is implicit and explicit in the nationwide television alloca- 
tion report and plan that the existing VHF channels are inadequate to 
assure the attainment of a truly nationwide competitive television 
service. 

We have attached to the original copy of our statement copies of 
some newspaper advertisements covering some of the points we have 
discussed concerning the Fairmont Television Cable Corp., some of 
which I have already presented to the chairman, some of which we 
have here which we will also present. 

I would also like to enter for the record a copy of the advertisement 
of the Jerrold Electronics Corp., of Philadelphia, concerning the 
closed-circuit community television system, from which I quote: 

Serving the public in over 220 cities and towns in 34 States and Canada, sub- 
scribers by the thousands get live network programing on Jerrold community 
television systems from distant stations out of range of ordinary reception. 

I respectfully submit this to you for your records, too. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. That will be made a part of the official rec- 
ords of the committee. 

Mr. Beacom. I respectfully draw your attention to this again be- 

cause it certainly affects our grassroots UHF rural stations. 

The foregoing impels me to point out that only recently the FCC 

saw fit to authorize the construction of a special microwave relay for a 
community antenna system in Popl: ir Bluff, Mo.. to feed station sig- 
nals from Memphis to community systems to be built in Poplar Bluff 
and Kennett, Mo. Immediately the two Memphis television stations 
served notice they would not consent to the use of their signals by com- 
munity systems. 

Community operators say they aren’t concerned with the station’s 
objection and are going right ahead with plans to take the signal. If 
such is permitted, then the action of the FCC opens new towns and 
areas to community cable systems at the expense of the UHF home- 
town, grassroots, television stations. 

Now, in fairness to the FCC, it should be pointed out to this com- 
mittee that the Commission is in doubt about its authority over com 
munity antenna systems, and in connection with this and in comment- 
ing on the matter the Commission has said—and I quote from a re- 
cent decision : 

The Commission is not making any express or implied decision as to the exist 
ence or extent of any jurisdiction it may have with respect to the installation and 
operation of any community TV systems. 

In view of the already serious economic effect the community system 
in Fairmont-Clarksburg has had on WJPB-TV, I urge this com 
mittee’s careful consideration of the matter of recommending legis 
lation to regulate and control the community systems so that UHF 
stations in other sections of the country will not be subjected to the 
same competitive handicaps we suffer in Fairmont. 

It is also important, I think, for your committee to have the ooh 
mation, as I have told you, concerning the building of WJPB-TY : 

a low cost of approximately $118,000 and the operating figures for the 
first 2 months of television in Fairmont. 

Our operating expenses for April—and we operated approximately 
8 hours a day—were just under $8,000. This figure will be increased 
slightly for May. 
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Revenue for April was less than $5,000, and will be about the same 
figure for May. 

Our losses for the first 2 months will be cushioned somewhat by the 
revenue and profit from radio operations. However, we cannot hope 
to exist for long on the strength of radio revenue. We are hopeful of 
breaking even before August, because our programing is good and the 
network cooperation is now shaping up so that we can expect coopera- 
tion and support there. 

We also feel that, despite the reluctance of the Madison Avenue 
group and despite what has been said by the gentleman from Indiana 
to the effect they have had no trouble with the Madison Avenue time 
buyers—I might say that Mr. Drummond here, who is not only our 
general manager but is one of our top sales experts, has found it pretty 
hard to even get in the door of some of those boys along Madison 
Avenue. 

But we are in business in Fairmont. We are going to stay in busi- 
ness. We think the UHF operation we have will be a success and 
that success in part is due, I would say, to the wonderful cooperation 
that we have had from the equipment manufacturer who has furnished 
us with our eee. 

I am making a part of this original report a letter and data fur- 
nished by the General Precision Laboratory of Pleasantville, N. Y., 
who have described in detail, with pictures, the necessary equipment to 
furnish WJPB-T'V to start television operations at the low figure I 
have told you. 

In this connection [ should like to say that the cooperation and 
support we have had from the General Precision people has been one of 
the highlights of our television experience to date. If we don’t make 
a success of UHF in Fairmont, it won’t be because our equipment isn’t 
good or because the equipment people haven’t cooperated to the fullest 
with us. 

The diffeu'ties of UHF operators are compounded by the burdens 
of paying the higher cost of UHF equipment. 

Equipment may be purchased on a deferred-credit basis from the 
manufacturer, but the credit terms extend over a relatively short period 
which is not realistically geared to the period of time which UHF 
operators necessarily require to become established and to overcome 
their existing handicaps. These handicaps, of course, make more dif- 
ficult the availability of adequate credit terms from normal banking 
sources, because of the risks involved. It becomes increasingly appar- 
ent. therefore, that the Small Business Administration must assist the 
good, sound UHF television operator by underwriting long-term loans 
if others are to go into the business or some of them that are already 
in the business are going to be able to exist, because they have millions 
of dollars worth of equipment and these investments might be wiped 
out by short-term credits, 

I recommend to the committee that some consideration be given— 
not for WJPB-TV, but for some others than I know that could be 
helped by the Small Business Administration who, because of rules 
or regulations, cannot now under the present setup make loans to the 
television stations. They think it is too risky. 

The problem of survival of a competitive television system in the 
Nation should not be rendered academic by the extinction of all UHF 
broadcasters. 
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That, of course, is important. 

In order to avoid complicating a solution to the problem, pending 
completion of this committee’s proceedings, there should be, I think 
and we certainly endorse the secenpmendasion of the Madam Com 
missioner here for the immediate suspension of further grants of 


ges in existing 


r— 


applications for new television permits and for any chan 
television authorizations affecting coverage. 

I think you should also, if I might say, in this committee—I would 
like to point this out—eall in the rnilita ary to see what their needs will 
be in the future in the V HF spectrum. It may be the VHF channels 
will be needed for our military defenses, and that is important to check 
in the consideration of this. 

One other point before I close here: I should like to say that the 
Commission has been most helpful to our small operation. 

I believe the Commission is willing to do its full share to help the 
small stations exist and continue to operate, if this committee will 
make some recommendation to them so that they can have something 
to hang their hats on. Let’s put it that way. I am sure they will 
work with you. 

And I would like to make one other statement, 1f I might, before 
closing: It has been stated by our friends from Muncie, Ind.—and 
I can’t help but get back to that—that they have the utopia for all 
UHF in Indiana. Well, Indiana isa creat State. We like it in West 
Virginia, but we think we can do the same kind of a job in West 
Virginia. 

We have 3 networks—1 a recent one—but we still have 3 of the 4 
and we still aren’t making money yet. We are going to. We 
having our struggle, but bear this in mind: That all UHF stations 
are going to have their problems when the VHF signals get. into their 
market, and today Muncie doesn’t have that competition. One station 
in Indianapolis is getting into Muncie without any degree of com 
vetition. 

They say you need good management to stay in business. Well, 
we like to think we have some fair management in our little stations. 
Our radio stations have made money. So, there is no reason why our 
television stations can’t make money. 

The Muncie group, WLBC, Say they operate on LO people. Well, 
we operate both radio and TV in Fairmont on 20, and we are still not 
making money. 

So, it isa problem. It is an important problem—and I am talking 
today not for WJPB-TYV in Fairmont, but all of the other sm: Her 
market TV stations in the United States; and I certainly hope that 
this committee will, in its wisdom, be able to work out something 
that is going to save the basic economic free-enterprise television sys 
tem that we have today in the United States. 

I appreciate being here, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for giving me 
this time. 

Senator Porrer. We are glad to have your statement. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman, may I ask permission to 
ask one question ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Beacom, the president of Jerrold—I 
have forgotten his name now—he is an engineer: 


Mr. Bracom. Yes. 
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Commissioner Hennock. Was in my office. I voted for this last 
decision you are talking about. 

Mr. Bracom. Yes. 

Commissioner Hrennock. I want to take my share of the blame 
again, and I asked him what effect these community antenna systems 
are having on ultra high and he said to me he was duplicating your 
program on the community antenna system—not only yours, but all of 
the UHF stations—and, the ‘refore, enl: arging your coverage. 

Now, you have given me an entirely diffe ‘rent picture, and again I 
am just so terrib ly distressed by having hurt you with my vote. 

Mr. Bracom. Well, Madam Commissioner, I appreciate this: 
That—let us say this—whether or not we are on the cable in Fair- 
mont, WJPB-TYV is still going to exist; we would be more helped if 
we were on it, but I am thinking of other areas that are going to be 
opened up, and if they come in without some sort of regulation it is 
going to hurt them b: idly. 

Commissioner Hennock. I didn’t know he was advertising and 
saying, “Don’t convert.” 

Mr. Bracom. Well, there is the advertisement. 

Commissioner Hrennock. I think that is highly unfair. 

Mr. Bracom. We thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you, and these advertisements and other 
data you have submitted will be made a part of the official records 
of the committee. 

I wish to submit for the record at this point a telegram received 
from Blair Foulds, vice president of the General Precision Labora- 
tory, Inc. 

WasHINaTon, D. C., May 20, 1954. 
COMMUNICATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE, 
Senate Office Building. 
(Attention of Mr. Zapple.) 

The General Precision Laboratory, Inc., respectfully withdraws its request to 
appear before you in the UHF proceedings since we feel that others closer to 
the operating problems can be more constructive on this serious UHF matter. 
However, we respectfully wish to bring to the committee’s attention forcefully 
the possible effect that the uncertainty of the future of UHF can have upon 
technical progress with regard to high-powered transmitters for UHF. 

Only the incentive provided by a healthy potential industry can justify the 
magnitude of the investment required of the manufacturer to rapidly develop 
high-power UHF-TY transmitters and further justify the large capital invest- 
ment required of the UHF-TV broadcaster to acquire and place in operation 
such high-power transmitters. 

In spite of the present unsettled climate in UHF, we are proceeding with the 
development of high-powered equipment. We will deliver our first GPL—conti- 
nental 50-kilowatt UHF transmitter in July 1955. The actual recommendations 
that will assist in resolving the current UHF-—TV economic difficulties must be 
left for those closer to the overall operational problem than ourselves. We can, 
however, attest and attest strongly to the need of the UHF-TV industry for 
positive corrective action. 

BLAIR Foutps, Vice President. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Merryman. 

I understand, Mr. Merryman, you agreed to just testify on your 
recommendations now and you will be back with us later for the 
balance of your statement; is that correct ? 

Mr. MerryMan. Yes, sir; if that is acceptable to you. 

Mr. Beacom. Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Porrrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Breacom. There is one thing important I forgot to state, and I 
would like to add that I would like to endorse the principles of the 
Bricker bill which is pending before you. 

Senator Porrer. I am glad you mentioned that. 

Mr. Bracom, Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP MERRYMAN, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT & LONG ISLAND TELE- 
VISION CO., INC., TELEVISION WICC-TV, BRIDGEPORT, CONN. 


Mr. MerryMan. Senator Potter, I do have a prepared statement 
which I would like at this time to have accepted for the record in full. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the record at this time. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. Merryman is as fol- 
lows:) 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP MERRYMAN, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF SOUTH 
ERN CONNECTICUT & LONG ISLAND TELEVISION Co., INc., TELEVISION StaTION 
WICC-TV, BridDGeporT, CONN. 


My name is Philip Merryman, I am president and general manager of South- 
ern Connecticut & Long Island Television Co., Inc., owner and operator of 
UHF television station WICC-TV, Bridgeport, Conn. My background and 
experience in radio and television broadcasting are summarized in appendix A 
hereto. 

With your permission, I would like to address myself first to the general 
problems facing ultra-high-frequenty television broadcasting as we see them 
after more than a year of operating a UHF television station; and then com 
ment briefly on particular problems affecting our own operation in the highly 
competitive situation in which we find ourselves in Bridgeport, Conn. 

We undertook the operation of a UHF television station under what have now 
proven to be erroneous assumptions. In the fall of 1948 the Federal Com 
munications Commission discontinued the issuance of authorizations to con 
struct television stations while they restudied the problem of how to provide a 
truly competitive nationwide television service. They rightly coneluded that 
the conditions under which they were allocating television stations prior to 
1948 would lead to a monopolistic situation. The Commission studied this 
problem for nearly 4 years, and in the course of their investigation took testi 
mony from broadcasters, manufacturers, educators, and organizations primarily 
interested in seeing that the public was not deprived of a competitive television 
system. 

Much testimony was introduced by the manufacturers of television receivers 
and television broadcasting equipment that technically, a new band of frequen 
cies extending from 470 megacycles to S90 megacycles offered practical oppor 
tunities for television broadcasting. Consequently, the final conclusion of the 
Commission was that they would maintain the existing 12 VHF frequencies for 
television and establish 70 new frequencies in this UHF band for additional 
commercial and educational stations In so doing, the Commission, relying 
upon testimony introduced by the manufacturers, said it was its considered 
opinion that there would be adequate devices manufactured at a price the 
public would pay for adapting existing television receivers to stations in the 
new band. 

The Commission further stated that the manufacturers of television receiver 
would very quickly convert their production to receivers capable of tuning a 
the television channels including the 70 new channels in the UHF band. Un 
fortunately for us, these statements of the manufacturers in actual practice 
proved to be a hope rather than a fact and the result is that after 14 months of 
operation, we are faced with the fact that the manufacturers have yet to put 
on the market an all-channel converter which is technically satisfactory at 
price the public is willing to pay. Of course, if the only way the consumer can 
get a television program or, if his existing VHF television service is limited, 
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either in the quantity or the technical quality of his VHF reception, he will make 
this additional investment. We are not only faced with this price situatior 
but the manufacturers of television receivers never reached more than 30 
percent of the total output with all-channel receivers and what is more alarming, 
the percentage of such receivers had declined from its peak to somewhere around 
20 percent at the present time. To add further to our discouragement we are 
advised that most manufacturers of colored television receivers are not in 
corporating and do not plan to incorporate tuners for the UHF band in the 
color television receivers they will sell to the public. 

All of this amounts to public rejection of UHF television whenever and where 
ever VHF television is available and that, of course, creates a favorable climate 
for increasing the monopolistic situation which exists in most areas of our 
country today in the television broadcasting field. 

lam not certain in my own mind what this committee can do to alleviate the 
situation since the monopoly arises from public reaction and attitudes toward 
the system of allocating television licenses created by the FCC. It is my feeling 
that this committee should investigate and determine how this monopoly came 
into being. I am well aware that there is nothing this committee can do to 
control the natural economic law of supply and demand and, indeed, I would 
not ask this committee to attempt to impose artificial limitations on the natural 
workings of our free enterprise system in our great democracy. It is for that 
reason that I cannot subscribe to the theory that the public interest would be 
served by clamping another freeze on the construction of new television stations 
either in the VHF or UHF band of frequencies. I do, however, think that it is 
this committee’s business to examine the facts as to monopoly in the television 
broadcasting field, and to ascertain whether or not there have been artificial 
limitations placed on free private enterprise in the television broadcasting field 
by the Government itself 

It is my conviction also, that the companies now enjoying this monopoly under 
standably will seek out and use every device available to perpetuate this situa- 
tion. This monopolistic effort extends into the field of programs so that two of 
the networks, NBC and CBS, would deny their network programs to individual 
markets such as ours on the assertion that they already serve our market with 
another television station located in some other city, and they would thus deny to 
stations such as ours the great entertainment programs to supplement the pro 
grams we present which look toward satisfying the needs of our community 
for its own local television programs designed to help develop a healthier and 
happier community. 

The erux of the matter is that UHF television stations find themselves, under 
our great free enterprise system, attempting to compete in a highly competitive 
field without the opportunity to compete on an equal basis. The conditions for 
this unequal competition were created by the Government itself through its 
independent office—the Federal Communications Commission. In other words, 
prospective operators of television stations had only two choices when the FCC 
finally reopened its door to applications for the right to operate a television 
station in 1952: (1) Either to give up the prospect of operating a television 
station in the interests of its community or, (2) to undertake such an opera- 
tion with handicaps not suffered by television stations prior to the freeze in 
1948, or by the existing VHF stations. Most of us chose to undertake operation 
of television stations for the benefit of our communities with the handicaps, 
rather than to subscribe to the idea that our communities were to be deprived 
of the benefits of this great new public service medium. 

I would think that it would be your desire to make some recommendations to 
the FCC looking toward the elimination of monopolies in the broadcasting in- 
dustry. When I say monopoly, of course I mean the monopolies enjoyed by 
VHF television stations individually, and by CBS and NBC in the network field. 

It appears to me that three courses are open: 

(1) That the Commission create new VHF channels in the frequency band of 
88 to 174 megacycles, and particularly in the band of frequencies from 
88 to 108 megacycles. It would seem to me that 3 new television channels could 
he encompassed in the 88- to 108-megacycle region without seriously affecting 
frequency modulation broadcasting. Such a solution, of course, raises the prob- 
lem of the public’s investment in UHF conversion devices and would present any 
UHF television station proposing to switch to a new VHF frequency not now 
incorporated in existing VHF television receivers with a public relations prob- 
lem of some proportions, since those consumers who had invested in UHF con- 
verters would now be asked to invest in still another conversion device in order 
to continue to receive his local television station. It is for that reason that we 
do not feel this is the most advantageous solution to WICC—TV’s problem. 
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(2) A second course would be to require all television stations to operate 
in the UHF band so that all stations would then autonratically be on an equal 
basis. Such a course seems impractical when we consider that the public has, 
according to Broadcasting-Telecasting magazine, invested some $6 billion in 
VHF television receivers; and while their television receivers themselves would 
not be obsoleted, each of them would require a UHF converter. 

(3) A third solution, and the most practical one that occurs to me, would 
be that the Commission withdraw from its position that directional antennas 
and/or lower powers and antenna heights than the prescribed maximums should 
not be used on VHF frequencies. 

In practical application, I believe that VHF stations utilizing maximum power 
and height under the Commission’s allocation plan for VHF have entirely too 
much coverage. Some restriction of VHF station coverage of that now per 
mitted, and which aggravates the monopolistic situation existing in television 
broadcasting, would permit the creation of many additional VHF stations and 
thus solve the problems of many UHF broadcasters. 

Indeed, it would be possible to create many new VHF stations without even 
infringing on the monopolistic coverage of the existing VHF stations in our 
own case, for example, we could operate on channel 6 without any appreciable 
interference to VHF stations and I submit herewith an exhibit (appendix B) to 
show how this could be done. Under such operation, we could immediately 
present a local television program service to every existing receiver in our 
community and thus in our own community we would have an equal opportunity 
to compete with the alien service arriving in our market from New York City 

That we could complete with alien services in the broadcasting field is well 
demonstrated by our experience in sound broadcasting where the program service 
we render has proven so satisfactory that even though there are some 12 stations 
that can be received satisfactorily in Bridgeport, our radio station WICC at 
times has 78 percent of all radio sets in use tuned to it. Such a good showing 
by a local station is, of course, important to the business community since by 
radio, at least, consumers in our market are not constantly exposed to the adver 
tising of the New York market merchants who are constantly endeavoring to 
entice the buyer in Connecticut into their New York stores. With the ever 
growing dominance of television as an advertising medium, our Bridgeport mer 
chants face the loss of business to New York merchants unless there is local 
Bridgeport television through which they may advertise. I do not believe that 
it is too extreme to state that unless Bridgeport has local television the com- 
munity’s prospects for retail business growth, even more for maintaining its 
present competitive position, are severely impaired. 

If we could, with our television station, achieve an equally high interest in 
our programs (and [ think we can if we are given an equal opportunity to com 
pete with the New York stations which are now enticing Connecticut consumers 
away from our local stores) the business climate of our area would be greatly 
improved 

I understand that even though directional antennas have been designed and 
prove workable, the Commission feels that it should not adopt the practice of 
assigning stations with directional antennas because applicants would not 
then seek assignments in the UHF television frequencies. In other words, it 
appears to be a method of forcing prospective television broadcasters to use 
UHF even in those cases where VHF could be assigned. 

Now, gentlemen, this situation has a precedent. Prior to about the year 1981, 
radio stations were allocated by the Commission on the same basis they now 
allocate television stations. That is, by the use of mileage separation tables 
so that there would be a separation spelled out in miles which would not be 
violated by any one assignment. Separations applied not only to stations using 
the same channel, but there were additional tables for stations on adjacent 
channels. That is the formula whereby television stations are allocated today 
Now, such a solution to the problem of assigning television grants is a nice 
neat one from the bookkeepers point of view, but it does not, to my mind, 
meet the mandate of the Communications Act of 1934 to provide television service 
as far as possible to all people of the United States; and to provide a fair, ef- 
ficient, and equitable distribution of broadcasting stations to the several States 
and communities, nor does it utilize the technical possibilities for full utiliza 
tion of VHF television frequencies to create new television stations and furnish 
additional population of the United States with television service. 

The assignment of desirable AM radio station grants had about reached its 
maximum in 1930. Under the then mileage separation table system of alloca- 
tion, the total number of stations had reached 612. It was then that engineers 
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came forward with a plan for applying some simple principles of physics to 
radio broadcasting station antennas so that additional assignments could be 
created without encroaching upon the service of the existing stations. It was 
tne application of this principle, for example, that permitted our radio station 
WICC in Bridgeport to operate on the desirable frequency of 600 kilocycles. 
This grant was made some 20 years ago. Since that time, the number of radio 
stations in the United States increased from 612 to more than 2,600 and still 
new assignments are coming forth from the Commission regularly. Thus, the 
authorization of the use of directional antennas by radio stations solved the 
problem of extending a fair and equitable distribution of radio stations through- 
out the United States, so that practically every community in the United States 
which really needs one, has one or more radio stations. And, of course, these 
new radio stations were not forced to establish themselves in the face of a 
requirement that the owners of radio receivers in the area they proposed to serve 
had to invest additional money in their receiving equipment before the new sta- 
tion, competing with radio service arriving from alien communities, could put 
the system to the ultimate test of the nature and attractiveness for the public 
service it offered. 

There was, of course, the abortive attempt to establish frequency modulation 
broadcasting beginning in 1940, which was said to have superior technical ad 
vantages over the existing AM service. Frequency modulation has been a dismal! 
failure and has not in any degree superseded the AM broadcasting stations 
largely, to my mind, for the basic reason that people would not invest in a new 
frequency modulation receiver. And in a situation where only about 5 percent 
of the total population of the United States would get superior technical serv- 
ice from FM broadcasting, it has not proven to be a practical competitor to AM 
broadcasting. 

At the outset of the Commission's plan to extend television allocations througu 
the assignment of UHF stations rather than by the selected use in VHF of 
directional antennas and power and height combinations tailored to the needs 
of the communities to be served, I, along with a great many others, maintained 
stoutly that there was no parallel between frequency modulation as related tu 
AM broadcasting and UHF television as related to VHF television broadcasting 
There was no new technical system of broadcasting pictures involved. There 
was only a difference in frequency on which the broadcasting was done. But 
with each passing day, it becomes more apparent that these original conceptions 
were erroneous, simply because, with each passing day, the public demonstrates 
emphatically, except for a very small percent, that they will not invest in UHF 
converters if they have a reasonable choice of VHF television programs or sta 
tions to choose from. And, with each passing day, it becomes more apparent 
that for the foreseeable future UHF stations will be successful only in those 
areas where there is no satisfactory VHF television service. 

The type of station that could be established by the use of directional anten 
nas or lower powers and heights on the existing VHF frequencies obviously 
would not be the superpower monopolistic station we now think of as a VHF 
station. Its service would, necessarily, be restricted in certain directions and 
it would be limited in the power with which it operates and the area it serves 
but, we do not need in Bridgeport a superpower monopolistic station. We ars 
not so self-seeking that we want to get the advertisers’ money not only for ser 
ices to our own community, but for services to other communities whose needs 
are alien to the needs of our own particular community. All we want or need 
is a station that would enable us to help integrate and unify the forces working 
for the benefit of our particular community. 

I have said that we will ask the Commission to make an exception to their 
rule so that we could operate on channel 6. It appears that it would also be 
possible to operate in our area on channel 10 or channel 12 so that this proposal o! 
our part does not foreclose the establishment of a competitive television station 
in our own or nearby markets. I make this statement because television anten 
nas are much more susceptible to directional application than are AM radio sta 
tion antennas, since the factor of skywave is not important in VHF; and, i 
should be possible to design accurately antennas so the service of the existing 
VHF stations are tailored to fit the contours of their rightful coverage area, even 
though it might somewhat restrict the farflung coverage the stations have com 
to regard as their rightful domain. 

I would, therefore, recommend to this committee that they request the Federal 
Communications Commission to reconsider their policy with respect to VHI 
allocations and make a thorough engineering study, both as to the number of 
stations and the total population that could be served. It is my conviction that 


t 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 443 


they must necessarily conclude that a great many cities could have adequate 
VHF stations and, in the final analysis, that far greater numbers of people would 
be served than provided for by the present plan. 

In reevaluating its VHF allocation policy, the Commission may conclude that 
it is no longer necessary to retain an allocations table and, instead, that appli- 
cations may hereafter be filed, as they are in AM, for channels in whatever 
areas they may be fitted. Under this plan the Commission would consider all 
applications on their individual merits, granting them or denying them as the 
public interest may require rather than, as now, refusing to accept them for 
filing because minimum mileage separations are not always met. The FCC no 
longer need be concerned that a return to the AM method of allocating stations 
would result in the VHF channels being concentrated in the larger markets, for 
the allocation table has been implemented by grants already made to the point 
that the reasons for its establishment have been satisfied. It is an axiom of 
sood administration, both in government and in business, that when the reason 
for a rule ceases to exist, the rule itself should cease to exist. 

In our Own case, we are asking the FCC to make an exception to their rule 
which prohibits such operation (or to change the rule) because our situation 
seems peculiar inasmuch as 7 New York VHF stations, and 1 VHF station in 
New Haven, Conn., serve our area with varying degrees of success, thus creat- 
n what is probably the most highly competitive situation facing any UHF 
broadcaster. 

After nearly 14 months of operating our station in the public interest (see 
appendix C) we show a substantial operating loss and a public response such 
that less than 10 percent of the receivers in our area are capable of receiving 
our channel. It seems to us that we have exhausted every approach to the 
problem of presenting a program service locally produced, of interest and 
benefit to our community, and still the public will not spend the sums ranging 
from $12.50 to $37.50 to equip themselves for our channel 43. Now these prices 
were arrived at only after intensive effort on our part to get the prices down. 
I do not see any prospect of this rate of conversion to channel 438 in Bridgeport 
substantailly increasing, and thus I foresee a long period of time which could 
be a minimum of 38 years but which could last up to 10 years or more during 
which we compete unequally for the audience in our own community with the 
supertelevision stations assigned to other communities. 

I would like now to introduce an exhibit (appendix D) prepared by our sales 
manager to show the extensive and extremely burdensome efforts we made to 
get the costs of WICC—TV conversion devices down to a reasonable amount and 
to get adequate supplies of them. We even went so far as to purchase converters, 
antennas, and transmission line directly from manufacturers and resold them at 
no profit to servicemen and dealers in this effort. 

I would like to point out that we have found through experience in our aren 
that persuading the television set owner to purchase the equipment for channel 43 
is only the first step in the problem I mentioned earlier—that no manufacturer 
has yet manufactured a satisfactory conversion device at a price the public is 
willing to pay. The existing devices, while simple in operation to an engineering 
mind, present great difficulties to the nontechnically trained television viewer. 
In a great many cases, the devices, after they are installed soon become unwork- 
able and require the attention of a qualified serviceman; but even when work- 
ing satisfactorily it is so much more difficult to tune channel 48 than it is to 
tune the VHF frequencies, that most users simply will not take the trouble 
to tune the station in and, thus again, our opportunity to compete has been fur- 
ther curtailed. 

I have spoken of the encroachment of the New York stations on the con 
sumers in our own community. I would like now to present in evidence a letter 
I wrote to Dr. Frank Stanton, on June 9, 1953 (appendix E) and the reply of 
the president of the Columbia Television Network dated June 19, 1953 (appendix 
F). It is clear from this correspondence that the Columbia Broadeasting Sys- 
tem, which is probably the most powerful of the network monopolies, is deter- 
mined to claim Bridgeport exclusively for Columbia Broadcasting System net- 
work programs for its own New York television station, WCBS—TV, even 
though that television station must devote itself primarily to the service of its 
own community, namely, the metropolitan area of New York, and cannot possibly 
program so as to meet the community service needs of Bridgeport, other than 
through the entertainment value of its programs. 

Furthermore, CBS is maintaining the right to bombard our Bridgeport com- 
munity with the product advertising of New York merchants. This attitude is 
in sharp contrast with that of the American Broadcasting Co. and the Du Mont 
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Television Co., who have extended both commercial and sustaining program 
service to us even though their New York stations serve our area almost as well 
as do the New York stations of CBS and NBC, who have refused us program 
service. ABC has been particularly cooperative. They have extended us a 
primary affiliation contract and have shown every consideration to our needs 
that any individual television station could possibly expect from its network. I 
think it fair to state that this cooperation not only has made it possible for us 
to render a full program service to our community, but that, as of now, it is 
largely responsible for our continuing ability to operate a television station at 
all. Without the ABC programs we now carry, I doubt that our meager income 
from sales would permit a sufficiently extensive program service to warrant 
WICC-TY continuing to operate. 

Another matter that i would like to bring to the committee’s attention is the 
policy of the Small Business Administration to refuse to extend loans to UHF 
television stations, even though they are certainly small business and certainly 
in need of relief, because the SBA says it cannot be accused of attempting to in- 
fluence the policies of companies engaged in public communications. On Feb- 
ruary 8, 1954, within a few days after the SBA was opened for business, I wrote 
the New York office of that agency (appendix G), pointing out that because 
our WICC—TY building was located in a rural area and was, perforce, a special- 
ized building unsuitable for other business use, we had not been able to obtain an 
adequate first mortgage from any bank or insurance company or other reliable 
financial organization at a reasonable rate of interest. Instead, we had had 
to accept a much smaller mortgage at a high interest rate and had been deprived 
thereby of the additional working capital we so desperately need. The SBA re- 
plied on February 16 (appendix H) that we were not eligible because of their 
policy not to extend relief to companies engaged in public communications. I 
would like to suggest to this committee that they recommend to the SBA a relax- 
ition of their rules so as to guarantee mortgages to television stations. I can- 
not, under any circumstances, conceive how the guaranty of a first mortgage by 
1 Government agency could possibly influence our public service policies. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 


APPENDIX A 
PuHtIntep MERRYMAN, BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 


8: Licensed by Radio Division, Department of Commerce, to operate radio 
telegraph stations 
1922: Constructed two broadcasting stations in Astoria, Oreg. 
1922-26: Attending school 
i: Employed by National Broadeasting Co. as transmitter engineer, 
ons supervisor, Washington. D. C.: director of facilities, development and 
h, station relations department, National Broadcasting Co., New York; 
director of planning and development, National Broadcasting Co. research de- 
partment 
1947-49: Consultant to broadcast stations on engineering and management 
problems 
1950: President, general manager of Bridgeport Broadcasting Co. 
1952: President, general manager of Southern Connecticut & Long Island 
Television Co., Inc. 


APPENDIx B 


Use oF CHANNEL 6 By WICC—TV, BripGePort, CoNN., UTILIZING A 
DIRECTIONAL ANTENNA 


The attached map shows the grade B interference-free service area that would 
he provided by WICC-TV operating on channel 6 with 700 feet effective antenna 
height and a power of 2.8 kilowatts ERP employing a directional antenna with 
10 decibel suppression. The transmitter site shown for WICC-—TV is the site 
now utilized in the operation of its UHF station, which also utilizes the 700 feet 
effective antenna height. 

The directional antenna selected for WICC-TV and represented on the attached 
map complies with the directional antenna requirements presently specified by 
the FCC. Advancements in the art permit the use of directional antennas with 
even greater suppression ratios; if a more modern directional antenna were 
utilized more service could be provided by WICC-TV without causing inter- 
ference to existing stations. 
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In designing the directional antenna for WICC—TV represented by the enciosed 
map, the radiation in the directions of cochannel stations in Philadelphia and 
Schenectady has been maintained below that permitted for stations operating 
with the maximum power and height and minimum mileage separation values pro- 
vided by the present FCC rules. In other words, operating as proposed on 
channel 6, WICC-TV would cause less interference to cochanne!] stations in Phila- 
delphia and Schenectady than would be caused by maximum power and height 
stations allocated at the mileage separations provided for in the rules. : 

(Map showing grade B interference is as follows:) 
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APPENDIx C 
PROGRAMING—A COMMUNITY SERVICE 


The philosophy on which WICC-TYV programing has been based during its frst 
year of operation grows out of a conviction that our real reason for existing (and 
at the same time our best chance for success) lies in the performance of a 
community service not available to our potential audience on any other channel. 
With this in mind, WICC-—TV’s consciousness of the personality of its community 
and the needs to be served, played a large part in the very early planning stages 
of the company. The total audience, it was felt, could best be served through 
a policy of providing entertainment peculiar to the nature of the area, of dissemi- 
nating news and other information of particular interest to the area and of giving 
strong emphasis to publicizing the local aspects of various civic and charitable 
ventures. This might include a block-party being put on by a local church or 
cooperation with the local chapter of a national organization such as the Ameri- 
ican Red Cross. No bazaar, no charity picnic, no teen-age dance would be con- 
sidered too unimportant for note by the community’s only locally operated 
television station. 

It was also felt that it would be necessary not only to cut across the lines or 
specialized community activities in the manner described above, but also to serve 
and appeal to those specialized groups which in the aggregate create the person- 
ality of the community. The area served is made up of people of many different 
national origins, religious affiliations, age groups, educational levels, occupa- 
tional ties, and social interests. These are some of the highlights of the station’s 
efforts to serve these people within the framework of their particular interest. 

From the first day the station went on the air there has been a program on the 
schedule 5 days a week designed for the particular purpose of serving as a pub- 
licity medium for civic and charitable enterprises. A local popular personality 
has served as host to representatives of over a hundred different organizations 
which had something to say to the public at large. With words and pictures 
this program has been able to tell the story of such activities as the Connecticut 
Symphony Orchestra, the 4-H Clubs, the Girl and Boy Scouts, the YMCA, YWCA, 
Jewish Community Center, various CYO’s and many more too numerous to 
mention—but all served by this open-house policy. It can truly be said that 
since the coming of television to Bridgeport, no organization of any kind with 
a need for TV coverage has failed to get it. 

In the field of youth activity, WICC-TV has approached the problem from 
two points of view. One is information for youth; the other is participation by 
youth Information for youth has been generally channeled through spot 
announcements or through the medium of established local personalities with 
a special appeal for the younger people. In the more important field of actual 
participation by teen-agers, we have in this first year produced a 26-week series 
of teen-age panel shows entitled “The Younger Generation” and are currently 
presenting a 11-hour weekly “Junior Journal” which is actually written, pro- 
duced, and performed by representatives of all high schools within our coverage 
area. The younger members of the youthful set (those not yet in their teens) 
appear regularly as guests on any 1 of 7 different half hours per week. We 
estimate that to date over 2,000 children from the community have been before 
our cameras. In addition to these studio activities, the station has sent camera 
crews to do on-location coverage of such activities as our North End Girls Club, 
Woodfield Children’s Village, and others. 

Service programs for women have included a half hour daily At Home show 
featuring daily guests chosen from the feminine public and a half hour daily 
cooking program geared especially to the low-budget economics of the average 
housewife and the cosmopolitan tastes of this particular community. Service 
programs for men have included a locally produced series on fishing and hunting 
and a novel twist to a nightly sports program on which the guests are members 
of the public rather than name figures. 

Service programs of general appeal include the weekly locally produced Con- 
necticut Town Meeting dedicated to the discussion of purely local and regional 
topics and a nightly quarter hour news commentary on which the commentator 
again turns to John Q. Public for his guests—seeking out their opinions rather 
than the opinions of the experts. 

The Hungarian-American Theater (the first Hungarian television program on 
the air) makes a special attempt to serve the largest national group in this area- 
the Hungarian-American. Plans are presently afoot for producing a similar effort 
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on behalf of the large Polish population in this vicinity. The most popular Neg 
personality in this area produces a weekly half hour variety show 

The predominant religious group in this area is Roman Catholic. They are now 
served through the medium of a nightly quarter hour during which the Family 
Rosary is said. This series was locally produced on film by WICC-—TV at the 
sper fic request of the diocese of Bridgeport Our TV chapel is a purely non 
commercial and nondenominational Protestant half hour originating in our 
studios each Sunday afternoon. Cooperation with members of the Jewish faith 
has rested largely with our response to their specific requests in ises of civik 
and religious activities as they arose 

Undoubtedly the greatest single effort at community service undertaken by 
WICC-TY in this first vear of its existence has been its program of cooperative 
production with the University of Bridgeport This experiment has been un 
usual enough in its nature to have attracted a good deal more comment in the 
national press than is usually afforded a local station During each semester 


the school year, the station makes available to the University of Bridgeport 


8 hours a week plus all its production facilities and personnel for the televising 
of actual classroom courses. The instructors and their students meet in simu 
lated classrooms and proceed exactly as though they were on the campus. There 
S no attempt at making a show of higher education The cameras merely lool 
expertly in on the classroom proceedings on behalf of the viewers at ho 
such specific places where monitors have been set up. The university has art 
that home viewers may earn regular credit by participating in these tele 
courses and reporting for examinations at the end of each semester In entering 
nto this unusual agreement, the station fully realized that this type of program- 
ing offered little hope of financial reward and realistically faced the fact that 
such programs would probably not earn better than minimum audience. We 
have felt, however, that here was a true community service that could be per 
formed only because of the existence of the local television station—operating as 
a service medium—not purely as an entertainment vehicle 

Before actual operations began last year, the WICC-TV program department 
set out to find a really attractive and at the same time worthwhile format for 
a children’s program. A meeting was arranged with a panel of experts in the 
field of child study. Dr. Ilg, of Yale; Dr. Smolen, of the Bridgeport Family 
Service Society; and others met with our program staff and discussed those 
features which would both entertain children and at the same time provide them 
with a wholesome and worthwhile influence each afternoon A well-qualified 
woman was employed to produce the program which arose from these conferences, 
and she succeeded in presenting an extremely good show Such people, however, 
command substantial pay; and when the problems of UHF placed the station in 
an economically unsound position, this noble experiment had to be dropped 

Such a case history has resulted in our being somewhat timorous about start- 
ing other shows which we have designed and believe could be of real community 
service. We have in mind shows on how-to-do-it, shows on sewing and dress- 
making, on amateur photography, on PAL boxing and on Little League baseball. 
The implementation of such ideas, however, calls for economic support which 
to date has not been forthcoming. 

WALLACE DUNLAP, 
Director of Television Operations, 
WICC-TV, Bridgeport, Conn, 
APRIL 29, 1954 


APPENDIX D 


UHF Conversion PROBLEM 


After 13 months of operation, I would like to report to you some of the 
problems with which I have been faced in the field of public relations with dealers 
and servicemen who in the final analysis hold the key to the success or failure 
of our venture in UHF. I would also like to report to you later in this memo 
randum on my efforts in the national sales field to secure network programs 
from the advertising agencies sponsoring programs on NBC-TV and CBS~—TYV. 

My first contacts with dealers and servicemen in the field began 17 months 
ago on or about November 12, 1952. It was at this time that I began the effort 
to organize the dealers and servicemen in the Greater Bridgeport area into a 
group for purposes of establishing uniform conversion rates and for instruction 
in the technical phase of UHF installations. While it was almost a simple 
matter to organize the group for concerted action, the purposes of the organiza- 
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tion were never achieved. This can be attributed to several reasons, of which 
two primarily stand out. 

One, the dealers at that time were able to purchase only high-price continuous 
UHF tuners and antenna systems for which there were no uniform prices. 
Since there was no central purchase point to supply the various dealers and 
servicemen with this material for UHF conversion, each member deals with 
distributors and manufacturers to the best of his ability. Since the dealers and 
servicemen varied in size and since their business philosophies varied equally 
so that the profit motive was a prime factor, it was impossible to get them to 
agree to a standard price. 

Second, the servicemen almost to a man with 1 or 2 exceptions, and here 
pride and their personal egos were involved, resulted in our inability to convince 
them that a UHF installation was a relatively simple matter but completely 
different or different to a degree from a VHF installation. As a result, two 
things immediately happened when we first took to the air. The dealers sold 
UHF conversions at grossly unfair prices ranging between $85 and $110, and 
installatious were so poor that contracts for installations were rescinded 
within days of the installation. Servicemen then came to the incredibly 
inaccurate conclusion that it was almost impossible to make a decent UHF 
installation without alienating their customers. In order to protect their 
public relations with their customers, WICC—TV became the target of their 
abuse since the servicemen could find no other excuse for their own inefficiency. 
It wasn’t many weeks after we were actually in operation that I learned through 
my contacts with them that the organization which originally had close to 50 
member groups had almost completely disintegrated. 

It was also at this time that I learned that dealers had almost to a man 
(there were 1 or 2 exceptions) decided it was too expensive and costly in terms 
of public relations to sell a WICC—TV conversion. As a result, when potential 
viewers made some effort to convert their present sets to WICC—TV, they were 
literally taiked out of it by both the dealers and the servicemen on the grounds 
that it was too expensive and too critical for them to handle. Even though 
we are providing them with a service which was local in nature and which 
they could not receive from any other channel, the dealers and servicemen 
then set out on a campaign to establish that WICC-TYV could offer nothing in 
the way of service that the viewers couldn’t presently receive from the existing 
VHF signals from New York. 

At this point, you will recall we decided that the only way we could solve 
the conversion problem was to establish on a limited basis our own distribution 
of UHF materials such as converters, antennas, and lead-in wire. This was 
achieved in July of 1953 by purchasing RCA WU: two-channel converters, DiCo 
bow-tie antennas, and Anaconda 270-ohm lead-in wire. You will recall further 
that we sold all of these materials to servicemen and dealers in the area at cost 
so that in effect we suffered slight losses since we absorbed the shipping charges 
for these materials. Although we did manage to stimulate some interest among 
dealers by virtue of this action, for the most part we were unsuccessful in our 
ultimate purposes because most of the servicemen continued to charge $45 and 
$50 for installations even though they were now saving considerably on parts. 
The futility of this operation became evident within a matter of 60 days with 
the result that we suspended our activity in this field. During this period we 
probably achieved approximately 150 conversions. 

Our next step, you will recall, was to establish the WICC—TYV salute at eight 
different locations throughout the area at our own expense. While I will ad- 
mit we did receive good public relations for a short time, the overall effeet was 
negligible. 

Before offering you the conclusion of the summary, I would like to state that 
during the course of the past 17 months, I have been in contact personally with 
117 servicemen and dealers in an area embracing Bridgeport, Stratford, Fairfield, 
Milford, Ansonia, Shelton, Derby, Seymour, New Haven, Danbury, and Water- 
bury. Itis my feeling now that the time spent in this effort was toa great degree 
wasted since even today only about 10 percent of the receivers in the dealers’ 
stores have continuous tuning heads on their sets or, to put it another way, some- 
where between 80 and 90 percent of the sets on display are still strictly VHF 
models. 

The past year has seen converters reduced considerably in price and to this 
day, I have not seen a UHF instrument whose value is comparable to its coun- 
terpartin VHF. It is this last which has made this effort so terribly frustrating. 

In the national sales field, I made every effort with interested clients to use 
their programing on WICO-TV. While the wall of resistance was almost in- 
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surmountably high, I did manage at Needham, Louis, & Brorby in Chicago to get 
an order from the Johnson’s Wax people for the Robert Montgomery program 
originated by NBC-TV. However, while this order was sent to the network, it 
was never registered in New York because the network was unwilling to handle 
the program since we did not have an affiliation agreement with them. This 
same situation occurred at the Russell Seed Co., the agency handling the Schaef 
fer Pen account. In this case, it was the Jackie Gleason show on CBS—TV. 
Again the order was sent to New York and again also not registered because we 
did not have an agreement with CBS—-TV to carry their programs. These are 
the two major cases where clients obviously were willing to place their programs 
in Bridgeport, but the network was not. After facing the realism of this prob 
lem and the frustration attached to it, I decided my effort in this direction could 
only be fruitless and, therefore, I suspended this type of sales effort in May 1953. 
MANNING SLATER, 
Business Vanage re VW ICC-TV Bridge port, Conn, 
APRIL 20, 1954. 


ADAM YOUNG TELEVISION CorRP 
New York 16, N. Y. 


INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 
APRIL 23, 1954 
From: Leonard E. Hammer 
To: Manning Slater WICC-TV 
Subject: WICC—TY and National Business. 

DEAR MANNING: At your request I am writing this letter which confirms 
the views and comments I expressed to you during our meeting and discussions 
this past Tuesday pertaining to the potentiality of national business for WICC 
«of 

To begin with, Manning, for the past 14 months I have contacted numerous 
accounts endeavoring to sell WICC—TV : however, I must admit that I have met 
with very limited success. Your station in my estimation represents one of 
the toughest sales that exists in television today. WICC-—TV is not only con 
fronted with the problem of being adjacent to 7 television stations in New York 
and 1 in New Haven, but the Bridgeport market is sandwiched between New 
York, the No. 1 market in the country, and New Haven, the 33d 

Having been on the air for 1 year, the UHF conversion according to your 
monthly reports is approximately 72,000, but that figure does not have acceptance 
among the advertising agencies in New York City. As I mentioned to you, 
Television magazine, which as far as I am concerned is considered by most 
agencies as being quite reliable, in the March issue credits WICC-TV with 
37,050 sets. Your set count in relation to New York with 4,195,690 sets and New 
Haven with 634,844 sets, puts you in a very weak position from the standpoint of 
receiving consideration from national! advertisers In view of the fact that tele 
vision service emanating from both New York and New Haven certainly does 
cover the greater part of your service area, the importance and individuality of 
the Bridgeport market is unfortunately lost 

Here again, based on my experience with advertising agencies which to date 
have shown little or no interest in Bridgeport television, to be basically honest 
with you and myself, it is absolutely impossible for me to project or estimate the 
amount of national business that I can place during the next 8 months Frankly 
at this writing and as I told you on Tuesday, I do not have one “hot” prospect 
for WICC-TV. 

With your very competitive situation, the selling of WICC-TV has to be 
eventually predicated on a cost per thousand factor, as determined by surveys 
and ratings. This necessitates a tremendous increase in the pumber of set 
conversions. In terms of just television homes, WICC-TY will have to have 
approximately 150,000 sets before we can commence to evaluate your station 
on a cost per thousand basis in relation to that of WNHC-TV, New Haven 
There is a strong possibility that the Brooklyn Dodgers baseball schedule might 
very well give great impetus to the growth of set conversions and the month of 
September could very well give evidence that there are 125,000 sets which can 
receive WICC—-TV’'s picture. Then and only then, and assuming that your sta 
tion has some well-rated periods, will we be able to approach the sale of WICC 
TV on a competitive basis with New Haven. 
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You know the local sales story much better than I From what you told us 


Pnesday, local sales hit a peak in November—December 1953, and then suffered 
an appreciable decline I feel that certainly for the time being while you are 
going through this period of growth and expansion, the great bulk of your 
revenue must come from local sales, national sales representing a small per- 
tage of the overall gross 
‘ar as I am concerned, Manning, the above represents the hard, salient, 
‘ealistic facts which surround the selling of WICC~-T\ And yet with 
ituation at hand, every effort is being made to sell aggressively WICC-TV 
» Bridgeport market which it is serving to national advertisers, 
shes 
ry sincerely, 
LEONARD E. HAMMER. 
JUNE 9, 1953. 
ting System, 
Vew York City, N.Y. 
» record I thought you should know the subject matter 
itz Snyder on May 26, which ensued following several 
unsuccessf fort to reach your vice president in charge of station 
lations, Herbert Ackerberg, in regard to the order by the Russell Seeds Co. for 
} ts for the Jackie Gleason show for 26 weeks beginning June 20 which 
aced with CBS in Chicago, referred to the New York office for 
then rejected because WICC—TV does not have a working agree- 
iS 
advised Fritz that this was either the third or fourth incident of this 
nature: that we were not asking you for an affiliation agreement, although we 
would be receptive to having one, but merely a working arrangement to clear 
these individual programs when the client requested you to add us to their station 
list You could thus relieve your sales department of the embarrassment of 
trying to sell a UHF station to your clients or of affiliating another UHF sta- 
tion with the CBS network 

Fritz proceeded to tell me that you were not going to clear these programs 

us and poke a big hole in the coverage of your network key station; that 
your picture was tops in Bridgeport and there was, therefore, no reason for add- 
ing the Bridgeport station. Whereupon I asked about New Haven and he again 
replied that you could argue that question until doomsday and nobody would 
ever find the answer and that the decision had been made not to furnish programs 
to WICC-TV and that was that. I found this hard to believe, Frank, but then 
advised Fritz that in my opinion you were making a serious mistake since WCBS 
AM once dominated the Bridgeport market and it was now a poor second to 
WICC; that the same thing would happen with TV, and that one day you 
would be coming to us for time and we would not have time available. This 
Fritz construed as a threat whereas I meant simply that because in a matter 
of time we would be so in demand by advertisers there would be literally no 
time available 
I think the position of CBS is interesting inasmuch as it seems to me that the 
company’s position as the operator of a network and its position as the opera- 
tor of a TV station assigned to the New York area seems to be in conflict. As 
a network you are engaged in the business of syndicating programs some of 
which are for sale in such manner as to cover simultaneously a large percentage 
of the total population of the United States. The success of this enterprise as a 
business depends on making the package attractive to advertisers, but in our 
case the advertisers requests were rejected on the grounds that it interferes 
with your other business—that is, a slight decrease in the sales attractiveness of 
WCBS-TYV. 

I wondered if you were informed of this action since all of us who operate 
radio stations by grants realize that we are licensed to operate a station in the 
public interest, convenience and necessity and nothing whatsoever is said in 
the license about running an advertising business. This led me to the question 
of what made Fritz assume that as the operator of a station licensed to the 
New York metropolitan area you are authorized to encroach upon the services 
of a station licensed to Bridgeport, Conn.? Your primary responsibility as the 
operator of WCBS-TV must necessarily be to serve the needs of the community 
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in which you are authorized to operate. You cannot do that and at the same 
time so operate that station to serve the needs of the people in the State of Con 
necticut WICC and WICC-—TY are so operated 

As a long-established station WICC is the station the public in our area 
toward for their community service. As a fledgling, WICC~TYV is working 


look { 


toward that objective. However, 
unnatural factors as a decision by the management of CBS to boycott WICC-—T\ 


be thrown into the balance, the question of whether the station can survive its 
formation to later serve the interests of the people of Connecticut 


the economies are burdensome Should such 


period of 
urises 
Also, I am enclosing a Map prepared by our consulting engineers which shows 
by FCC standards the limits of metropolitan coverage by WCBS-TV, WLCC-TYV 
and your nearest other affiliate WKNB-TV, New Britain, Conn. As you will 
note, there is no duplication On the contrary there is considerable gup between 
the areas. 
| should appreciate an early reply to clear up the matter since we would 
like to fulfill our order by the Russell Seeds Co. for their clients if possible 
Very sincerely yours, 
PHILIP MERRYMAN, 


nager, Southern Connecticut & Long Island 


APPENDIX 


CBS TELEVISION, 


DIVISION OF COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SysTeM, IN 


New York 22, N. Y., June 19 


Mr. PHILLIP MERRYMAN, 
President, Bridgep i Rrov« asting Co., Bridgeport, Cov n 


Drar MR. MERRYMAN r. Stanton has asked me to reply to your letter of June 


9, 1953, to him 
In our opinion, we best serve the public if the CBS Television network is ec 
} 


stituted so as to (i) make CBS Television network programs available to the 


efficient, economical coverage for 


largest number of people and (ii) provide 


advertisers. Fulfillment of the second objective aids us in attaining the first 


In our opinion, the addition of WICC-—TV would hinder rather than assis 


t 
us in achieving these objectives, irrespective of any effect WICC-—TYV might have 
on CBS-T\ Incidentally, I don’t think it would have any effect 

Finally, I would like to nt out a number of inaccuracies in your | 


June 9: 
1. If the WCBS-TV contour shown on the map you enclosed is intende 
the grade A contour, it is in error \ proof erformance ‘vey by 


enginee! hows the median field at the contour shown to be 


2. Nowhere in either (a) FCC rules, or (b) trade practices genera 
stations, will you find supp 


ployed Ih appraising the « igxe Of television 
for your contention that a television station car t serve a metropolitar 
} 


outside of the 4.5 mv/m contour (or the grade A contour, whichever 
was intended to show) 

5. Field strength measurements indicate that WCBS-—TV delivers a medi 
field of approximately 60 dbu (1 mv/m) in Bridgeport. We believe this is 
adequate signal. 

4. Supporting the adequacy of the WCBS-—TY signal in your area, the 
VCBS-TV with an evening circulation of 95 


Coverage Service shows VY 
of the television homes in Fairfield County In fact, it shows that S82 
of these homes watch WCBS-TYV on 6 or 7 nights a week 

5. In the third paragraph of your letter, you state that WCBS (AM) is now 


thi 


a poor second to WIC The latest Hooper survey fails to substantiate 
claim, showing WCBS to have a 27.9 percent share of the audience for all periods 
rated, versus 25.3 percent for WICC 


Very truly yours, 


J. Von VOLKI 
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APPENDIX G 


SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT AND LONG ISLAND TELEVISION Co., INC. 


February 3, 1954. 
SMALL BusINess ADMINISTRATION, 


New York 16, N. Y. 

GENTLEMEN: It has been called to my attention that we might obtain relier 
through you for a problem which causes us some concern. 

We are a new television station and have been in operation less than a year. 
In late 1952 and early 1953, we constructed a new building for our operations 
at a total cost of $163,100. Repeated efforts to obtain a first mortgage on the 
building through the usual channels of banks and insurance companies were not 
successful, largely because our building was a special purpose building located 
in a rural area and, we were a new company without an operating history. 
Finally, and in desperation, we secured a $50,000 first mortgage from the builder 
at an interest rate of 10 percent. We feel that a higher first mortgage was 
justified and that an interest rate of 5 percent should be adequate. 

The purpose of my letter is to inquire whether we can seek relief through the 
Small Business Administration and, if we are eligible, information as to the 
proper procedure. 

I would appreciate your advice on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP MERRYMAN, President. 


APPENDIx H 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, 
New York 16, N. Y., February 16, 1954. 
Mr. PHILIP MERRYMAN, 
President, the Bridgeport Broadcasting Co., 
Bridgeport 3, Conn. 

DeAR Mr. MerryMan: This is in response to your inquiry of February 3, 
regarding the eligibility of a television and radio station for financial assistance 
from this Administration. 

We regret to advise you that, under our policy, loans to any sources which 
disseminate information to the public of the type carried by newspapers, maga- 
zines, radio broadcasting or television broadcasting companies, or similar enter- 
prises, are ineligible. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip J. DUGGAN, 
New York Regional Office. 

Mr. MerryMan. The statement was drafted before the hearings 
began, and I have some additional suggestions, which I feel will take 
a long time to develop the reasons fully for. 

Senator Porrer. Surely. 

Mr. Merryman. So, I would like to submit the recommendations 
at this time. 

Senator Porrer. Surely. 

Mr. Merryman. And be permitted to come back and develop the 
reasons for them. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. MerrymMan. Now, I was very happy yesterday to hear the 
RCA witness say that RCA had proven in sridgeport that are 
commercial television was practical, I wish they would get out : 
press release to the boys on Madison Avenue, advising them they have 
discontinued their experimental operation in Br idgeport 2 years ago, 
because our experience in Brdigeport leads us to believe that the hoys 
on Madison Avenue think we are continuing the NBC experimental 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have these recommendations to make. I have 
divided them into two categories—those looking toward providing 
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immediate relief in this highly monopolistic situation and those look- 
ing toward long-term relief in the industry. 

My qualifies ations to discuss industry problems are set out in the 
statement and I won’t take any time with them now. 

I do believe though one thing we can all agree on, as a result of 
these 3 days of hearings is that there are inequalities and inequities 
existing in the television broadcasting field, and looking toward relief 
for those, I have these recommendations for immediate relief: 

One: That this committee recommend to the FCC that it relax its 
rule against directional antennas and the use of lower power for allo- 

cation purposes in the VHF band and to permit the use of such an- 
tennas, even though they would interfere with the secondary cover- 
age areas of existing VHF stations. 

I believe that would provide immediate relief to many broadcasters, 
and will tend to eliminate some of the basic monopolistic conditions 
which exist. 

For our own purpose, as it is set out in my statement, we are filing 
with the Commission for authority to operate on channel 6 in Bridge- 
port. It will provide relief in our particular case, and I think it will 
provide relief in a great many other cases. 

It won’t be a complete success, of course. 

Secondly: I would like to have this committee recommend to the 
Small Business Administration that they relax their rule against 
extending relief to companies engaged in public communications, to 
the extent of taking first mortgages on buildings of UHF television 
stations when it can be shown that reasonable margins are otherwise 
unobtainable. 

That, I think, would go to some length in extending economic relief 
to UHF television stations. 

The third recommendation to provide immediate relief would be 
to remove the excise tax from all channel television receivers. 

The fourth recommendation would be that the FCC implement its 
proposed order against exclusive network area affiliations. 

The final suggestion that I have for immediate action is that you 
ask the FCC—with their large engineering staff, I believe they could 
do it by the time you reconvene the meetings of the committee—to 
bring to this committee an allocation plan showing only what can be 
done to serve the public interests, with a truly competitive broadcast- 
ing system, using only UHF television stations. 

There will be a great deal of argument about whether that can or 

cannot be done and I believe the Commission could make that informa- 
tion available to your committee to better guide you in evaluating the 
further recommendations I will now make for long-term relief. 

For long-term relief, I suggest: 

First, That the committee or Commission restrict the use of color 
television broadcasting to UHF television stations. 

Very briefly, the reason for that recommendation is that we are at 
the threshold now in the deve ‘lopment of color television. 

The reason has been brought forth that UHF was impractical be- 
cause of the public’s investment in VHF receivers which, according 
to Broadcasting magazine is approximately $6 million and does repre- 
sent a considerable public-relations problem, that they not compound 
the error at this time by giving those stations the right to broadcast 
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color and persuade the publie to invest in color television receivers 
that receive only VHF frequencies. 

Now, in order to make that recommendation fair and equitable, I 
further recommend that the Commission allow each existing VHF 
broadcasting station to establish a companion UHF television broad- 
casting station, provided that all of the programs of the VHF station 
are duplicated on the UHF station. 

That would mean, of course, those color programs that were put on 
UHF—only the black and white portion of them would be broadcast 
on the companion VHF station. 

That, briefly , Senator, are my recommendations. 

Senator Porrrer. I wish to thank you for submitting your recom- 
mendations, and we will be waiting for your complete statement when 
we meet the following week. 

Mr. Merryman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Patterson. 

You may begin, Mr. Patterson. 


STATEMENT OF S. H. PATTERSON, OWNER OF RADIO STATION KSAN 
AND KSAN-TV, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. Parrerson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is S. H. Patterson. I am sole owner of radio station KSAN 
and KSAN-TYV in San Francisco, Calif., and sole owner of Radio 
station K.JAY, Topeka, Kans. I have been in radio since March 7, 
1926, a little over 28 years. I have owned and operated radio stations 
r from 100 watts to 5,000 watts. My 


since September 1, 1933, ranging 
son, Norwood J. Patterson, is a consulting engineer, practicing before 
the FCC for various stations. My daughter and her husband own 
a radio station in Portland, Oreg. Iam one of the oldtimers in radio. 
KSAN-TYV, channel 32, is my first ownership in TV. 

KSAN-TYV, channel 32, was granted approximately April 20, 1953, 
and it went on the air with a pattern on March 20, 1954, and regular 
programs April 6, 1954 

San Francisco Bay area has a population of 214 million, in a radius 
of about 50 m les. 

Our present power V ideo, 20,000 watts; audio, 10,000 watts. It has 
CP for video of 87.000 watts and for audio of 46.800 watts. 

The antenna is AGE helical, 16 bay, a power gain of 24, and trans- 
mitter GE 1] kilowatt. 

Location on mountain in t 
Peak, 

Antenna height above ground, 531 feet. 

Antenna height above average terrain, 1.261 feet. 

Antenna height above sea level is 1.326 feet. 

Listened to from 40 to 50 miles away. 

Total equipment cost is about $235,000. 

Total VHF receivers, about 850,000. 

Total UHF receivers, approximately 40,000. 

To encourage set conversions, KSAN-TYV obligated itself for the 
1954 TV rights of San Francisco Seals and the Oakland Oaks base- 
ball teams for the total obligation of $120,000, televising 4 games each 
week for the entire season. 


he center of San Francisco, near Twin 
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All four daily newspapers wrote up for several days the story 
of Patterson’s savi ng the Seals franchise and televising the Seals 
and the Oaks. TV conversions to VHF were fast and most encourag- 
ing, totaling about 30,000 conversions before regular programing 
started on KSAN- TV. 

The difficulty of UHF converter installation caused the converter 
sales and installation to slow up tremendously. 

KSAN-TV has been on regular programing about 7 weeks and 
only about 9,000 converters have been installed during those 7 weeks. 

There are more than 600 certified TV small and large shops and 
servicemen in the KSAN-TV coverage area. That means about 12 
sales per man in 7 weeks. 

Even the servicemen do not push converter sales now because of 
the time and trouble of proper installation. When an antenna and 
a lead-in is particularly designed to make installation simple and easy 
their converters woul [ be sold and installed speedily. 

There is considerable engineering research and experimental work 
to be done on the performance of the transmitting antenna which 
is installed by KSAN-TV 

To determine the cause of certain dead spots that exist within sight 
of the antenna: 

To determine if the claims of manufacturer are working out in the 
field that the antenna is so designed as to throw the TV signal down 
and serve the people living within a mile or two of the transmitter. 

Norwood J. Patterson, the consulting engineer, is proceeding with 
this research. This takes time, expense, and the operation of 
KSAN TV until this has been accomplished. This may take several 
months of research and experimentation. Once this is accomplished 
the findings may well be a oreat benefit to all U HF installations 
in other locations of hilly country like San Francisco. 

I might divert here just a moment to explain to you our operations 
so that you may know we went into UHF with the full knowledge we 
would not get a network. 

There are three VHF stations in San Francisco, and others are 
coming on. They monopolize all four networks, and all the networks 
have refused us any programs, even though they were not released 
by any station in San Francisco. 

We went to this extent to get programing to attract the peaple, pro 
oraming that wasn’t on any radio station. If it were not for the diffi- 
culty of the installation of the equipment, our picture would have been 
different. 

I recommend: 

1. All manufacturers of TV receivers to build only all-channel re 
ceivers, with components adequate for dependable receptions, so the 
public moving from one locality to another can still use their TV 
Also the new sets will soon repli: ice the old part-channel sets. 

The speedy delivery of higher power tri iunsmitters. 
The full consideration for financial loans from the Government, 
as y other businesses, perhaps of less importance to the community 

1, Networks cooperate with UHF stations in releasing network pro 
oTams to UHF stations. 

5. For full TV coverage of our Nation, UHF is essential, in 
of peace and war, and for a competitive TV service to our Nation. 
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Accepting that UHF is an essential business, and should have equal 
consideration and cooperation in loans as the Government gives 
other businesses, then I recommend that the policymakers of the 
Small Business Administration consider including loans to TV sta- 
tions on the same basis as other businesses, especially UHF stations 
that are faithfully striving for a place on the earth. 

I wish to speak of the condition that is responsible for the plight 
of the UHF telecaster today. If we get to the cause, then we may 
find an immediate assistance. 

The real cause is the receiver does not receive the UHF signal. In 
1934, when the Government passed laws to control the sending of 
radio and TV signals, it could have passed laws to control the receiv- 
ing of such signals; then the FCC would have been empowered to 
order on April 11, 1952, when it authorized the use of UHF bands, the 
manufacturer to make only sets capable of properly receiving such 
signals. Then UHF could have and would have lived in a fair com- 
petitive system. 

If the manufacturers say they do not want Government control of 
manufacturing, then the manufacturer must take the full blame and 
responsibility for creating this terrible calamity on the public and on 
UHF telecasters. 

Instead of the manufacturer coming to this committee and acknowl- 
edging he is wrong, as did Miss Hennock, Commissioner of the FCC, 
Mr. Glen McDaniel, president of Radio-Electronics-Television Manu- 
facturers Association came before this committee on May the 19th and 
asked for a handout of Government aid in the form of a tax reduction, 
so they can make more millions. At no place in his speech did he say 
that the manufac turers represented by his association would make only 
all-channel receiving sets. 

It seems to me to be a better recommendation to this committee to 
leave the excise tax on the TV set and take a part of the $25 million 
tax money and distribute it to the dying patient, the UHF telecaster, 
and save his life now, immediately. 

I know this issomewhat a divergence, but let’s consider it. 

This would insure the manufacturer to make more sets. It would 
insure the manufacturer that UHF is here to stay and he would have 
confidence in the future to make a ruling that he would build only all- 
channel sets. We did not receive positive promise to that effect from 
the manufacturer that he would build only all-channel sets, even 
though the tax was removed. 

Our honorable Chairman of the FCC, Mr. Hyde, said there were 
presently 127 UHF stations now on the air, and the FCC had pro- 
vided for 1.300 UHF stations to be granted. 

If the Government made available only half of this tax money to 
CHF stations, that would be almost a million dollars per station 
per year, or even with one-half of that amount, the UHF telecasters 
would show you a nationwide competitive system, with a nationwide 
UHF network, within 2 years that would be really competitive. 

The cause of the condition that now prevails in the UHF bands 
can and should thus receive immediate assistance without costing 
the Government anything, by leaving the tax on the receiving sets as 
now is, and appropriating a part of the tax money to the source, the 


UHF telecaster. 
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This could be done through the Small Business Administration 
or some other plan. If, however, the Government does not see fit 
to leave the present tax on the UHF receiving set, then I recommend 
that arrangements be made that the present UHF telecaster, in dire 
need, may receive a grant or longtime loan from the Government 
through the Small Business Administration or some other plan imme- 
diately. He then can live while future permanent plans are worked 
out. 

The condition the UHF telecaster is now in was brought about by 
unfair competition, not of his own making, and something must be 
done. 

1. This plan of using the TV set excise tax money for the addi- 
tional programs in the home is the greatest direct benefit the taxpayer 
has received for such taxpayment. It is placing the tax dollar 
back in the form of service to the taxpayer. It is like using gasoline 
tax money toimprove roads. The user gets the benefit. 

2. This plan would save the present licensee of UHF. 

3. This plan would make it possible for present grantees to con- 
struct their UHF station. 

+. This plan would encourage and make it possible for new appli- 
cants to apply for UHF stations. It would place UHF stations in 
the hands of many and not a few. 

5. This plan would encourage manufacturers to enlarge and speed 
up the research of and development of better quality and higher pow- 
ered UHF transmitters and auxiliary equipment. 

6. This plan would encourage, if not demand, all manufacturers to 
build only all-channel receiving sets. 

7. This plan would insure the future existence and nationwide con- 
fidence in UHF. Ina very few short years it would give the citizens 
of the United States a truly nationwide competitive television system. 

8. This plan would be made workable immediately without a long 
legislative battle by simply appropriating the funds that are now 
ready levied. 

Senator Porrer. You have never seen them appropriate funds. 
Mr. Parrerson. I guess not. 

9. This is the plan that could eventually, if the Government so 
decided, move all TV into the UHF bands and have one unified tele 
Vision service. 

10. This plan will aid the economy of the Nation, the 70 UHF tele- 
vision stations payrolls; the payrolls of the manufacturer building 
the transmitting equipment, the receiving equipment, the distributors, 
salesmen. servicemen, over the entire Nation: the advertising men 
and the overall increased sales of products advertised. 

The Senate bill 3095 tends to further monopolize the UHF band 
by making it possible for seven large firms to own all the TV sta- 
tions in the United States. This could happen if all TV were moved 
to UHF. 

The Senate bill 3294 pertaining to advertising of alcoholic bever- 
ages, will take another large revenue from UHF and give it to the 


al 


newspapers, magazines, billboards, and direct mail. If this were 
not discriminating against radio and television, but including all 
forms of advertising, it would be more equitable. 

Senator Porrer. I had hoped we wouldn’t bring up that subject. 
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Thank you kindly for your statement. 

Mr. Parrerson. Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. I think the last witness is Mr. Townsend. 

Mr. Townsend, I understand you are going to ad lib your state- 
ment; is that correct / 


STATEMENT OF S. W. TOWNSEND, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MAN- 
AGER OF RADIO STATION WKST AND TELEVISION STATION 
WKST-TV, NEW CASTLE, PA. 


Mr. Townsenp. Yes, sit 

If the Senator and the committee please, I started out here with a 
statement and there has been so much said and so much of mine 
compared with it that, in the interest of timesaving, I would rather, 
if I may, do a little ad libbing. 

Senator Porrer. I will appreciate that. 

Mr. ‘Townsrenp. Thank you, sir. 

In the first place, since the question came up—— 

Senator Porrer. I wonder if you would identify yourself fully for 
the record, give your full name and who you represent. ; 

Mr, Townsenp. 8. W. Townsend, New Castle, Pa. I am president 
and general manager of WKST radio and WKST-TV. 

Since there is a question about experience, 1 thought maybe I should 
get into this a little bit. 

[ went in the broadcasting business in 1925, became a manager 
of a station in 1927 , have continuously been in the broade: asting busi- 
hess except for 5 years active duty in the Navy, at which time I was 
the first Naval Reserve officer to be a district communications officer, 
the Fourth Naval District. 

[ mention that because I had a lot to do with the telephone com- 
pany, as far as naval radio stations, in the administration of a lot of 
radio stations. 

Senator Porrer. You are not a novice in the field ? 

Mr. Townsenp. Well, I hope not. 

I have been in the UHF television business, on the air, since April 15, 
1998 

The thing that alarmed me a little at the beginning was recrimina- 
tions of whose fault this mess we are in happened to be. 

Actually, I think the Federal Communications Commission and 
the Federal Radio Commission before it have made so few mistakes 
compared with what could be made that they deserve all through the 
years a vote of thanks and appreciation. 

I think that goes, by and large, for broadcasters; I think that goes 
by and large for networks, and I think it even goes by and large for 
equipment people. 

However, I think equipment has turned a lot of good ideas into 
difficulties. They have helped, of course. 

My own feeling is, and I noticed that Chairman Hyde, in his 
original testimony, the first day, made mention, as well as I can 
recalled it, that they did consider putting all television in UHF during 
the freeze period, that is, they considered this during the freeze period, 
but since equipment was not available, either transmitting or receiv- 
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ing I gathered that was given very little further consideration, anc 
I think that was entirely correct. 

There was no [ HF transmitting or receiving equipment then 
available In any sort of quantity at all, and it was absolutely IM pos- 
sible then to do anvthing about changing the band. It would have 
stopped teley ision cold. 

I dont thi k the Commission fores iw, and I don't think the 
try foresaw, the Impact of television or oinally. 

Ll know I didn’t. though I, incidentally, filed for VHF 

was caught in the first freeze. 
I wonder, Senator, if it would be possible since I can’t put thoughts 
n the Chairman of the Commission’s mind—I wonder if it would be 
b to ask him if. during the freeze, by reason of the unavail 
lity of UHF equipment, they gave detailed examinat incl Co 
sideration to making nationwide television available in the 707 UHF 
chal nels / 

Senator Potrrer. Do vou care to answer that, Mr. 

Mr. Hype. 1 would make brief statement on 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Hyper. During the Commission’ 
plans, the idea of shifting the entire se 
all stations would have the same type 
a certain extent. 

At that time. the Commission was aw 
television sets in the hands of the consume 

By thet me the report was released. the 

It was, of course, aware of the serious 
would be involved in any general shift. 

It was aware. of course. of the inconvenience 

hie. 
as, of course, aware of the impact any suc 
new industry just vetting started. 
1] bid 


vally in 19Hr, there were still people } 


I 


if 
lor couldn't operate in the way the broad 


tradit onally operated in this country. 

There were well-known people in the broadcasting field making 
public statements that television couldn’t survive on advertising 
revenue. 

The committee has heard witnesses mention that permits for VHF 
stations were surrendered. There were 20 such permits surrendered. 
There were a larger number of applications for television permits 
that were withdrawn, in some instances quickly, for fear the Commis 
sion might grant a permit before the application could be withdrawn. 

Now, that indicates, I believe, some of the fear and some of the 
concern about whether television, as a service, could get started. 

In that kind of a psychology, on the basis of that kind of an out 
look, and with the dislocations I have mentioned, the Commission 
could hardly have undertaken a shift of this struggling industry 
into an undeveloped part of the spectrum. 

You may say, “Why did we attempt to extend the industry into 
that field?” 
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Wel, we didn’t do that without getting the advice and opinion of 
everyone that can be helpful, and it was done, as the testimony, which 
has been presented, shows, on the basis of assurances that equipment, 
as such, would be made available as the allocation was ready for im- 
plementation; and, of course, as always, the Commission had to pro- 
ceed with faith and confidence in an industry which has made re- 
markable achievements. 

The original television allocation was made on that basis. 

There were many skeptics who had doubts in the workability of 
television, not to mention its prospects as a business enterprise. 

Now, I believe I mentioned that the usual experience of the first 
television stations to operate, the universal experience of them, was 
to lose money. As more and more stations got on the air and set dis- 
tribution increased, the time it took for a new station to begin to 
make money was shorter. 

That, I think, explains some of the reasons why the Commission 
did not make an effort to wipe the slate clean and move the whole 
industry up into ultra-high. 

Senator Porrrr. Does - at answer your question ? 

Mr. Townsenp. Yes, sir; I think that does, in that I believe a com- 
plete study now that eds Fare is available, now that we have operat- 
ing data throughout the country on UHF—I believe now that there 
is an excellent opportunity and chance to move all of television to 
UHF, as the association has recommended, not overnight—ertainly 
not—that would be getting us into a worse mess than we are in—but 
it can be done, in my opinion. 

I don’t pretend to be an allocation engineer but I think there is 
another factor, beyond the fact, as I understand the Chairman’s 
etatement, the Chairman of the Commission, that there was not a con- 
centrated effort to plan the 70 channels for use throughout the coun- 
try alone, because of the consideration of keeping 12 going 

Senator Porrr:. [ assume also they didn’t know the capabilities or 
limitations of UHF, which they do today. 

Mr. Townsenp. Yes, sir; I agree with that, Senator. 

Another thing—and I want to mention how long I have been in the 
radio business before the Federal Communications Commission came 
into being and you opened a station and you got an automatic grant. 

We had at one time, I believe it was, 32 radio stations in the city of 
Chicago. You enacted the Radio Act of 1927 to eliminate the chaotic 
condition, the interference. 

Some of them couldn’t get to the city limits of Chicago with all of 
this interference and that was the first time there was a real upheaval 
in regulating communications as far as the general public is concerned. 

Now, at that time, 900, I believe, it was, total stations in the country 
was considered way too many, and we got down to, I believe, 600 after 
the Federal Radio Commission came in—don’t hold me to the exact 
figure, but approximately—and now you know where we are—2,600. 

I think the same thing can be done in television. 

Now, to get back to the operating costs: I think there was one other 
thing. I was interested in that $800-a-month operating figure that 
someone gave you. I think that is the minimum you can operate the 
present TV station at the present state. If that beso, and that allowing 
no profit, and that with only part of the homes converted, that means 
that you must have a large number of homes per station in the area for 
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it ever to economically exist, which, in my opinion, means that most 
of these small city allocations now provided on the 70 channel UHF 
spectrum will never be built. 

That would further tend to relieve the situation that we are now 
facing. 

Another thing that I haven’t noticed mentioned directly is that the 
Commission, very correctly—and incidentally, their propagation 
figures, I think, are very accurate, relatively speaking—they plan 
graduated power in 3 different spectrums—2 to 6 a hundred kilowatts; 
7 to 13, 316 kilowatts: 14 to 85, a thousand kilowatts. 

By reason of the fact that no one has a thousand kilowatt trans- 
mitter today, here we go again to this equipment, which I think keeps 
being our principal difficulty. 

Since none of us can go—and I assure you I wouldn’t go to a thou- 
sand kilowatts; I can’t afford a megawatt transmitter—and there is 
none available anyway—and since that means all stations, even those 
in large markets with large power equipment, can get above 200 kilo- 
watt effective radiated power, or one-fifth of their designed power, 
that puts the 2 to 6 and 7 to 13 stations at a great power advantage to- 
day over any UHF station. 

In other words, if their power were reduced one-fifth, as the VHF 
stations are by reason of lack of equipment, then you would see a lot 
less present inequity and much more equitable use of the facilities, 
which, as I recall, was in the original Radio Act and the Communica 
tions Act, equitable distribution of facilities. 

I do not want to take any more of your time, and I certainly appre 
ciate this opportunity, sir. 

Senator Porrrer. I am sorry we had_to wait so long. Someone has 
to be last. 

Mr. Townsenp. It is all right with me, if it is all right with you, 
sir, and I appreciate the Commission being through so many of these 
meetings with us. 

1 would like to endorse the part of the Du Mont testimony pertain- 
ing to monopoly. I think it is extremely important that we have 
ABC and Du Mont. 

Incidentally, they are the two networks that have given me en- 
couragem+.t—and it is not alone that I say that; but I think we need 
more than two networks. We needed it in radio and I am certain we 
need it in tetcvision; and I think we need stations that can serve the 
publie, which, after all, is all we are all here for, because if we don’t 
serve the people, we won’t do any business. 

1 would like to endorse, therefore, that portion of Commissioner 
Hennock’s recommendations in connection with what to do with VHF 
and how to help the UHFers—incidentally the unhappy frequencies 
at the expense of the very happy frequencies. 

I guess you probably heard that one. 

Particularly, I wish to endorse the UHF Coordinating Committee 
and the UHF-TYV Association’s recommendations to you, sir. 

I think they are in two parts, for good — We need immediate 
relief and I think you ultimately need § a better, overall integrated 
system. 

And I certainly thank you, sir. 
Senator Porrer. Thank you. 
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I want at this time to express my appreciation for the statements 
that have been given the committee. You are the people who are in 
the field and face the problems and the only way we know about the 
problems are the way you present them. 

I think you have done an excellent job. 

We regret that we cannot continue with this next week but we can- 
not do so for two reasons: There is a convention, I understand, that 
takes place next week and the curtain goes up on a show over here 
at 10 o’clock Monday; but we will continue on June 3, and we hope 
then to move right on to a conclusion. In the meantime, I hope 
poss bly the committee can vet together, possibly in executive session, 
and discuss some of the proposals that have already been submitted. 

[ think we must appreciate the fact that in a hearing of this kind, 

unusual for the committee to take any action until all testimony 
has been heard. : 

So, I wish to again thank you for your help you have given the 
committee, and [ want to thank the members of the Commission— 
Chairman Hyde, Miss Hennock and the other members—for being as 
attentive at the hearings as you have. 

We are all interested in the same end—you people in the industry, 
the members of the Commission, and the members of the committee— 
and we are looking for that right solution. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman, may I say something? 

[ just want vou to know that, as I have been here these last few 
days, most of the broadcasters have come up and talked to me and 
have remarked about your complete mastery of this subject as a new 

uirman of this subcommittee in charge of communications. It has 
een Very Inspiring to see you learn so much in a short time. I know 


} 


how long it has taken me to learn the little I know in 514 years, and 
I want you to know that they all feel that they are getting a wonderful 
hearing: and they look to you, Mr. Chairman, for relief, and they 
know they will get it at your hands and at this committee’s hands. 

I, personally, want to thank you for your patience with me when 
I got a little emotional about this, but, as I say, I have taken my share 
of the blame, and I feel the Commission has been perfectly honest 
about it, and my colleagues have, from the beginning; and it is a very 
critical situation, and it is a very difficult one, to place at your door 
as anew chairman. 

[ just want you to know we all think you are wonderful. 

Senator Porrer. You are gracious. 

(Whereupon, at 6: 15 p. m., the hearing was recessed until Thursday, 
June 3, 1954.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 15, 1954 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SURCOMMITTEE No, 2 ON COMMUNICATIONS OF THI 
CoMMITTEER ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. ¢ 
The subcommittee met at 1:32 p. m., pursuant to call, in room G-16 
of the Capitol, Senator Charles EK. Potter (chairman of the subcom 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Potter, Schoeppel, Bowring, and Pastore. 
Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk, and Nick Zapple, 
counsel for the subcommittee. 
Senator Porrer (chairman of the subcommittee). The subecom 
mittee will come to order. 
The hearings on the status and development of UHF television 
channels and 8, 3095, a bill relating to the multiple ownership of tele- 
vision stations, will now come to order. 


During the first phase of the hearings, held on May 19, 20, 21, the 
committee heard testimony from 31 witnesses. There are 37 witnesses 
scheduled for this phase of the open hearings. 

It is the committee’s hope that all the facts concerning this most 
important problem will be developed so that the committee will have 
before it a complete and thorough picture when it considers the 
record. 


I have emphasized time and time again, orally and in written state 
ments, that all interested parties are invited to appear or submit 
statements for the record. 

I might mention now that tomorrow’s hearing will begin at 9:30 in 
the morning in this room. 

I sincerely regret that we had to postpone our scheduled date for 
this phase of the hearing; but, as you probably know, I have been 
busy to a certain extent in another hearing, which, by the way, hasn’t 
been concluded yet, but as far as I am concerned I have adjourned to 
take up this hearing, which I am sure is conducted in a much more 
refreshing atmosphere. 

I would like to first submit many statements and wires, too 
numerous to mention, and have them made a part of the record at this 
point. 

463 
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(The statements, wires, and letters are as follows a 


WSPA, 
Spartanburg, S. C., June 7, 1954. 
Senator CHarres E. Porrer, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Senator Porrer: While in Washington recently, Mr. Nicholas Zapple, 
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, kindly permitted me to read 
the testimony of Ben K. McKinnon, general manager of WGVL-TYV, Grenville, 
S. C., before your subcommittee. In his testimony, Mr. McKinnon took excep- 
tions to the action of the Federal Communications Commission in permitting 


WSPA-TY, of Spartanburg,.to move its transmitter site from one mountaintop 
n Greenville County to another mountaintop in the same county, both sites 
being approximately the same distance from Spartanburg. 

Che Commission on June 3, 1954, passed on a protest filed by WGVL-TY against 
our modification of construction permit to change transmitter sites. The pro- 
test raised substantially the same arguments presented by Mr. McKinnon before 
vour committee. The protest was rejected by a 5 to 1 vote by the Commission. 
The memorandum opinion and order passing on the WGVL-TYV protest is such a 
complete answer to Mr. McKinnon’s objection to our changing transmitter sites 
that we would appreciate your including it in the record of your hearing. 

We would like for your committee to know that our company has been dili- 
gently working since 1949 to bring to Spartanburg the benefits of a VHF tele- 
vision service. It was a result of our efforts that channel 7 was allocated to 
Spartanburg instead of Columbia, as first proposed by the FCC. It was our 
contention that since VAF channels had been allocated to Greenville, Columbia, 
Charlotte, and Asheville, all of which compete with Spartanburg for trade, it 
was necessary to the future growth of our city that we too have the advantages 
of a VHF channel. We feel it is extremely unfair and contrary to public interest 
that those who enjoy the privilege of a television broadcasting license in Green- 
ville, as well as Anderson, should resort to the methods they have in seeking to 
delay Spartanburg having its own local television service. 

Our television studios, soon to be completed, are in downtown Spartanburg, 

nd as the Commission so well points out, our entire local program structure is 
geared to serve Spartanburg and the surrounding area. WSPA-TYV is and always 
will be a Spartanburg station, but we will serve Greenville and Anderson just as 
WFBC-TYV of Greenville serves Spartanburg and Anderson. To do less would 
be contrary to the public interest. 

Greenville and Anderson were both in our city service coverage contour from 
our original site on Hoghack Mountain. These cities will continue to receive 
city service from Paris Mountain, just as they would have from Hogback. Our 
service contours from Paris are within those from Hoghack and our new site 
meets all requirements of the FCC. From the very beginning, it has heen our 
proposed intention to serve the entire lower Piedmont section of the Carolinas, 


of which Spartanburg is the hub, with good television. Had we been contented 
with UHF coverage, we would never have expended the time and money we 
did in presenting Spartanburg’s case for a VHF channel to the FCC which 
resulted in channel 7 being moved to Spartanburg from Columbia. 

We feel that no television station, whether VHF or UHF, should ask for 
Governmental action to give them artificial support at the expense of the listen- 
ing and viewing public. That is exactly what the Greenville and Anderson 
stations have done in their activities to delay Spartanburg from enjoying its 
own television station. That your committee may know how Spartanburg feels 
about this effort to delay this city from having a television station, I am enclos- 
ing copies of resolutions and statements adopted by the Spartanburg Chamber 
of Commerce, the Spartanburg County legislative delegation, the City Council, 
and the Radio and Television Committee of the Spartanburg Ministerial Asso- 
ciation 

When your committee has all the facts, I am sure it will not take any action 
which would encourage the invalidation of the congressionally approved policy 
of the FCC which places the public interest above private interest and which is 
the very life and spirit of the great American system of free and competitive 
radio and television broadcasting. Our company would appreciate your having 
this letter and enclosures printed in the record of the proceedings of your sub- 
committee 

Respectfully submitted 

WALTER Brown, 
President, General Manager, WSPA-TY, 
The Spartan Radiocasting Co. 
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KTVQ, CHANNEL 25, 
REPUBLIC TELEVISION & Raptio Co., 
Oklahoma City, Okia., May 24, 1954 
UHF-TV statement, from Oklahoma city. 
Senator CHARLES E, Porrer, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DreaR SENATOR Porter: The FCC has made it clear that UHF was necessary 
for establishment of a “truly competitive” television system in our country. 
This industry now faces a dilemma through costly mistakes made in Commission 
actions by allowing VHF operators to deviate from the rules just enough to stay 
“legal” and slip in the back doors to virtually destroy the budding UHF pioneer. 

I'm sure there are many UHF operators who jumped into the television business 
hoping for a bonanza that wasn’t there in the first place. Others made costly 
mistakes in overbuilding with lavish layouts and still others filed for and received 
grants for stations in markets not able to support TV of any sort. 

That is not the case with KTVQ. 


This operator has had 20 years’ experience 
in radio and television. 


We carefully analyzed the market potential, our own 
financial ability and spent a minimum of money on “show” but put our money in 
programs and promotion. 


We are proud of the service record and the ground we have gained at KTVQ. 
We are in business to stay. KTVQ was the first UHF station in the State of 
Oklahoma, going on the air November 1, 1953. 

We've taken some unmerciful beatings in these 6 months but 


I’m more than 
ever 


convinced that UHF, if properly operated, is good television and equal to all. 
Here is the television story in Oklahoma City. 
In August KTVQ was given a grant and we started building immediately. 
In September the applicants for VHF channe! 9 merged and were given a grant 
for a 1,572-foot tower, maximum power, etc. They immediately started promo- 
tion with newspaper space and their AM affiliate KOMA using “Wait for Channel 
9, KWTYV, no conversion necessary” as prime copy. This seemed highly unethical 
and on the “dirty pool” side. Backed by a combined $20 million group,’ we at 
KTVQ nevertheless said “Nuts to “em” and went on. 
way out and promoted like mad. 

Channel 9 went on with “interim power,” 


We stuck our necks way, 


but never let up for 1 minute on the 
“1,572-foot tower—tallest in the world—no conversion 
rhey now operate “interim” but still infer the other 

In the mentime KMPT-TYV, channel 19, another Oklahoma ( 
went on the air. 
ruptcy Law 


necessary” campaign. 


ty UHF aspirant, 
Two months later they filed for reorganization under the bank- 


WKY-TYV, powerful, newspaper owned, kept up its barrage. The day KTVQ 
bought a page in WKY’s newspaper announcing our antenna mounting atop the 
First National Bank—that day—WkKY-TV ran a page announcing color as here 
how. 

Talk about a change! One VHF for 5 years and in 2 months—November 1 to 
December 20—2 VHF and 2 UHF 

WKY (4) of course had all the networks at the start. As soon as KWTY (9) 
hit the air they (KWTYV) absorbed all CBS shows. KMPT-TYV (19) got Dumont 
one show—Bishop Sheen, and WKY kept the others. KTVQ (25) got ABC, but 
only as second choice to WKY. From June through October WKY cleared for 
as many ABC shows as they could manage to handle, playing back the weaker 
NBC shows at 10: 30 and 11 p. m. 

We made an analysis of the WKY-—TV schedule the week of May 16-22, 1954: 

3 ABC programs were live off the network. 

11 ABC programs were delayed kines (79 percent delayed). 
28 NBC programs were live off the network. 

14 NBC programs were delayed kines (50 percent delayed). 

Why were they delayed? To serve the public? Hardly. 
programs ran at 10: 30 and 11 p. m. 

A pure case of gobbling up all network. We don’t believe a station can 
properly serve the public by simply throwing the network switch 80 percent to 
90 percent of the time. 

For that reason we endorse, in principle, a network regulation along the 
Senator John Bricker line or as placed before your committee on May 20 by Mr. 
Allen B. Dumont. 


Some of the delayed 





IKWTYV. 
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Right here though let me say I find no great beef with ABC. They have been 
cooperative, but I personally feel they lack courage. ABC tells a story that 
through lack of clearance by stations they missed over $8 million in revenue last 
year. My argument to them is to build their own network instead of playing 
third violin to the WKY’s of the country. They frankly admit they lack the 
courage to take a stand. However, it goes further—they are willing to sacrifice 
the new stations for temporary high V income, figuring that someone else will 
replace those that fall by the way. This requires action now—not 6, no, not 
even in 3 months, but now. 

It is NBC that, as far as KTVQ is concerned, has been malicious, monopolis- 
tic, and deliberately working toward reducing the number of competitors in 
Oklahoma City. A report on this is attached hereto. I believe in free compe- 
tition without Government interference. However, monopoly, collusion, and 
unfair practice is beyond my ability to break. 

With all the aformentioned problems we nevertheless succeeded in making 
important inroads 

ARB says we had 81,000 UHF homes on January 10. Hooper says we had 
oo percent UHF saturation January 10. Pulse, Inc., gives us approximately 45 
percent UHF saturation the latter part of January. We now claim 110,000 
UCHF potential viewers. 

KTVQ is telecasting the Oklahoma City baseball games. We present good, 
top-drawer, live programs, good film programs, and each day looks some brighter. 

There is a definite need for us. We are the only station taking a true interest 
in community welfare. 

I love a good fight. I don’t believe in governmental control, but I believe in 
trustbusting or monopoly smashing by the Government before an entire industry 
is permanently unbalanced. 

Attached is material on how some stations promote, the same basic copy ran 
for weeks on KOMA the KWTYV radio arm. 

Earlier in this letter I referred to V’s sneaking in the back door, remaining 
“legal” but only because the FCC has not set rules for certain situations. Here 
is an example 

For 20 years I was associated with what I term the Griffin Organization. 
They operate radio stations KTUL, Tulsa; KOMA, Oklahoma City; and KFPW, 
Fort Smith, Ark., and TV stations KWTV, Oklahoma City; KATV, Pine Bluff, 
Ark., and have a grant for channel 8 in Muskogee, Okla., granted to KTUL, 
Tulsa. 

secause of my years of association with the Griffin Organization, and because 
a friendly relationship still exists, it is hard for me to point out some glaring 
actions that are being taken. However, these actions have a deteriorating effect 
on UHF and what hurts UHF anywhere in some degree hurts KTVQ. 

The Griffins co-own my direct competition in Oklahoma City, channel 9 KWTYV, 
which I pointed out in the foregoing has indulged in some “dirty pool’’ promo- 
tion in using their KOMA facilities to promote channel 9 on the basis of “no 
conversion necessary” and boasting of complete State coverage upon completion 
of their 1,572-foot tower, although actually operating on the smallest tower and 
lowest power in Oklahoma City. 

Considerable speed and advance agreement was necessary between the Grif- 
fins and CBS to assure a CBS affiliation for KWTV. Inferring one thing and 
doing something else. 

However, the complete Griffin story is told quite thoroughly in a petition filed 
by KCEB-TV, KSPG-TV and KOTY all of Tulsa against the channel 8 grant at 
Muskogee to KTUL of Tulsa. I refer you to those petitions for the full story. 

These things are common knowledge in the field. Most UHF operators do not 
have the financial ability to hold out against well heeled V’s who are sneaking 
in the back door through present FCC legal loopholes. 

Tulsa-Muskogee and Little Rock-Pine Bluff are superperfect examples of 
well financed V operators who haven't the courage to go into UHF but are sneak- 
ing in through the loopholes and forcing U HF off the air. 

The loopholes should be drawn together. 

I do not claim to have all the answers, but I am confident that positive action 
will serve notice that UHF will not be abandoned and will give truth to the 
statements that UHF is needed. 

It will offset in some part the bad press UHF is getting. It is very strange 
(and yet not so strange) how every UHF demise or problem receives widespread 
circulation in both general and trade press. 
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Please forgive the length of the letter but these are critical times and I state 
my case for your information. 
Respectfully yours, 


JOHN Esau, President. 
STATEMENT IN RE KT VQ—NBC By JoHN Esau 


November 1953: I discovered WKY was not carrying the Gillette Friday night 
tights due to ABC program commitments. 

December 1, 1953: I was in New York and secured from Ray Stone at Maxon, 
Inc., the NBC Gillette fights order. Harry Bannister of NBC immediately told 
Ray Stone that NBC would not feed KTVQ even though lines were available. 
Ray Stone got “damn mad” and insisted. NBC kept refusing. 

December 17, 1953: I wired General Sarnoff and Pat Weaver at NBC that 
inasmuch as Gillette and Maxon had ordered the fights, that KTVQ had cleared 
and thus Oklahoma City was deprived of this service. I told them this was 
rank discrimination and unless WKY did clear we would expect the order or 
I would file a complaint with the FCC under rule 3.658. 

December 23, 1953: Harry Bannister, NBC, wired me that WKY would clear 
“in the future.” 

December 28, 1953: I wrote Mr. Bannister “in the future” wasn’t good enough. 
I received no answer but WKY shuffled their schedule and started carrying the 
Gillette fights Friday, January 15. 

(Simultaneously. ) 

December 10, 1953: I secured from Tucker Scott and Frank Silvernail at 
B. B. D. and ©. an order for the Tuesday night NBC Armstrong Cork Co. Circle 
Theater. I was advised next day, by these men, that Mr. Bannister at NBC 
said they had no agreement with KTVQ and would not feed this to us. Mr. 
Scott and Mr. Silvernail kept the order in but to no avail. 

December 20, 1958: I was again in New York and tried to reach Mr. Bannister 
but could not do so. 

December 22, 1953: I wired Mr. Bannister from my New York hotel that if I 
did not hear from NBC by the following Monday I would apply rule 3.658 at the 
FCC. On Monday Mr. Tom Knode of NBC called me to tell me that they would 
feed KT VQ the Circle Theater. 

(Simultaneously. ) 

December 19-22, 1953: While in New York I decided to sell and secure from 
agencies other NBC shows not cleared by WKY. 

January-February, 1954: We got the local Chevrolet dealers and the zone 
manager to request of their home office the Chevrolet NBC Dinah Shore show 
‘Tuesdays and Thursdays at 6:30 p. m. Subsequently, these dealers were ad 
vised that Campbell-Ewald had ordered Dinah Shore for KT VQ. 

February 22, 1954: Raymond Ruff, KTVQ sales manager, was in New York 
and confirmed this order. 

February 25, 1954: I received a wire from the agency that they could not 
order KT VQ without NBC approval. 

February 26, 1954: Raymond Ruff advised me by phone that he had just 
come from a meeting with Spike Knapp, NBC station relations, concerning the 
Dinah Shore show. 

Mr. Knapp told Mr. Ruff that wherever and whenever NBC had anything to 
say they would not approve and feed KTVQ. 

Mr. Knapp stated that John Esau had been “too damned unreasonable” and 
they (NBC) would do everything possible to kill or cancel any agency request 
for KT VQ service. 

Mr. Ruff attempted to show Mr. Knapp that actually we had helped NBC 
by forcing WKY to clear for the Gillette fights. Mr. Knapp disagreed but ad 
mitted they’d have to feed KTVQ when ordered and reiterated that NBC would, 
whenever possible, kill any agency order for KTVQ. 

March 16, 1954: NBC reluctantly gave KTVQ the order for the Dinah Shore 
show after agency and client insistence, however, we do not have the NBC Fri 
day night Garroway show, and some others even though we are sure orders for 
KTVQ service have been placed with NBC 

April 20, 1954: NBC wired KTVQ giving us 2 days’ cancellation notice of 
the Dinah Shore show inasmuch as WKY-—TV had suddenly decided to take the 
show the following Monday. 

May 18, 1%)4: No further word has been heard on the Garroway or other 
NBC shows. 

All in all a severe case of deliberate harassment and collusion. 
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UHF—MEeEnmo0 SvueMITtep ny LEE CowLes, 137 BERKELEY BLvp., 
MELROSE PARK, Fr. LAUDERDALE, FLA. 


In order to resolve the UHF problem we should first determine what is 
basically wrong with our UHF television system. We should then decide whether 
there is reasonable possibility that these faults can be sufficiently reduced or 
eliminated. 

The first important difficulty with the present status is this: It is now clear 
that in the foreseeable future of television there cannot be nearly so large a num- 
ber of commercial stations as originally provided for in the allocations table. This 
means, since VHF channels are more desired, that the large majority of stations 
will be VHF and a minority will be UHF. Additionally, the VHF stations will 
generally be larger and the more influential. This leaves UHF stations in a 
relatively secondary or supplementary position, and further compounds their 
difficulties. Since there is no rapid cure for this trouble the only course remain- 
ing is to in some way equalize VHF and UHF. Since VHF is dominant, long 
established, and satisfactory, it is logical to not disturb it but rather to alter 
UHF so that it is made more nearly equal to VHF. 

This brings us to the basic reason why UHF is less desirable than VHF. This 
simple reason is that the frequency is too high, particularly in relation to VHF. 
If we sufficiently lower the frequency of the UHF stations they would no longer 
be UHF but would also be VHF stations. This is the most desirable solution if 
it can be arrvied at. 

The next thing to consider is whether it would be possible to make this change, 
how to make it, and the effect of making it. 

It may be possible, with the help of Congress, to acquire some spectrum space 
between present channels 6 and 7, and above channel 13. A study should be 
conducted to find what would be a realistic number of channels and to determine 
just what frequency bands should be sought from the standpoint of availability 
and usefulness. 

It is urgently desirable, however, that the space decided upon should specifi 
eally inelude 8 particular 6 megacycle channels, namely, just below present 
channel 7, just above channel 13, and just above channel 6—(FM band). These 
three additional channels would be allocated wherever possible and be made first 
available to present UHF stations. It is presumed that an extremely large per- 
centage of present receivers would be capable of receiving these channels, where 
assigned, when tuned to the adjacent channel and with only a “screwdriver” 
adjustment. Assignments would need to be made on the basis of somewhat 
greater adjacent channel mileage separation than is used at present at least for 
a limited time. 

I would also suggest that in the case of the proposed channel just above present 
channel 6 that it not be assigned in any area where there would not be enough 
remaining FM channels to at least accommodate the present number of FM 
stations in that area. New York City might be an example of where it could 
not be assigned. It should also be required of any TV station given a permit 
for this channel to bear the cost of any shifting of FM stations that would be 
caused thereby. With a view toward not disturbing the FM situation the opera- 
tion of TV in this band should be considered as temporary or transitional. Ata 
later date, perhaps 5 years, when a large portion of receivers would tune the 
entire of whatever new bands are selected these stations might be required to 
move and this should be a condition of the grant. This would then amount to 
borrowing from the FM band in areas where it is not completely used and would 
not be a threat to FM which needs encouragement. 

There would be only a very small number of presently operating UHF stations 
not absorbed by these three additional channels. For the minority still not ac- 
commodated there might have to: be some transitionary period of dual channel 
operation. The type of receiver conversion here required might well be in such 


a low-cost category that it could be handled directly by the broadcasters on a 
mass-production basis. 


I further suggest the following possible procedure: 

1. Freeze the issuance of all UHF construction permits and suggest that all 
presently authorized construction be at a minimum. 

2. As soon as the spectrum additions are finalized action should be instituted 
so that all manufacturers would be required to include the additional ranges in 
all future receivers. 

3. VHF procedure to continue with extra emphasis on slight adjustments to 
permit squeezing in of some additional stations where possible but substantially 
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adhering to present standards, Allow present UHF stations or permittees to com 
pete with some favor for these channels. 

4. Some consideration might be given to establishing one or more of the added 
channels (not including the specific three) as local channels with lesser spacing 
and lower maximum signal. 

Some plan such as outlined above is the only course that could eventually 
equalize UHF with VHF. If however, it is decided not to attempt to equalize 
UHF but rather to continue it as a supplementary service there are various areas 
where effort should be bent to assure that UHF will survive. These would in 
clude such items as: Bettering the network situation, and improving the receiver 
situation. 


West CaALpwe tt, N. J., June 8, 1954 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Washington, D. C. 
Urge subcommittee on communications to provide equal competition for four 
networks to get top quality programing on UHF. 
Wma. CARLIN. 


New York, N. Y., June 8, 1954. 
Senator PorrTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Free enterprise can be well served by four competitive television networks. 
The United States economy can support four networks and a minimum of four 
TV outlets in all major markets. The key to the situation is strong programing 
now resting in the hands of NBC and CBS. Unless the UHF stations receive aid 
from the United States Senate a monopolistic situation will continue and UHF 
stations will die. It is essential that the Senate act to insure a fair opportunity 
for UHF stations. Please give this matter your earnest consideration. 

Thanks. 

NorRMAN KNieHT, Weston, Conn. 


DAVENPORT, Iowa, June 4, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Consider it absolutely necessary to do something to make it possible for UHF 
stations to exist. Two broadcasting companies now have it in their power to 
make or break stations and serious thought should be given Mr. DuMont’s sug- 
gestion regarding dividing time among VHF and UHF stations; also extra cost 
of UHF sets imposes a tremendous burden cn purchaser of sets so possibilities 
of obtaining listeners for UHF is handicapped. Elimination of excise tax on 
UHF sets would materially help. Have discussed this with over 200 of our 
dealers. Practically all agree with above. Appreciate your attention. 

G. J. TIMMERMANN, 


New York, N. Y., May 28, 1954. 
Senator CHarLes E. Porter, 
Washington, D. C. 

I urge you and the subcommittee on communication to support equal oppor- 
tunity for both UHF and VHF television. A strong four network system produc- 
ing quality programing is necessary to support this important medium of com- 
munications. Competition serves the interest of a free society. Help four net- 
work TV and UHF. 

WILLIAM L. Hype. 


East Paterson, N. J., May 27, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES FE. POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

I urgently request that your Subcommittee on Communications provide equal 
competitive opportunities between the VHF and UHF in a manner that will allow 
four networks to compete on a basis of equality. Top quality network program- 
ing is vital for the survival of UHF stations now in serious financial difficulties. 


W. I. McGinniry, 
ALLEN B, Du Mont Lasporaroriss, INC. 
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RUTHERFORD, N. J., May 27, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. PoTTer, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

May I request your Subcommittee on Communications to provide equal com- 
petitive conditions to make it possible for four television networks to compete 
on an equal basis. 

WALTER E. HUSSELRATH. 


East PATERSON, N. J., June 4, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Senate Office Building: 

I urgently request your assistance in seeing that the Congress provides equal 
competition situations as between ultra-high frequency and very-high frequency 
television channel in such a manner as to make it possible for the four networks 
to compete on the basis of equality and not on the basis of a statutory or admin- 
istrative disadvantage as you know top quality network programing is essential 
to survival of ultra-high frequency. 

HARRY HOUSTEN. 


BootH RaApio & TELEVISION STATIONS, INC., 
Detroit, Mich., June 2, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. PoTTEr, 
F-80 Capitol Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Potter: Having been a UHF television broadcaster for 1 year, 
I feel that my experiences should be voiced for the benefit of those interested 
in the trend of events which have led to the present situation. 

On May 22, 1953, I began UHF television service with WBKZ-TYV, channel 64, 
in the cities of Battle Creek-Kalamazoo, Mich., area, with a basic TV network 
contract wherein the network undertook to provide video service when facili- 
ties were completed—first estimated as June 1953; then December 1953; and 
finally scheduled for January 1954. In August 1953 this network decided set 
conversion was not to their liking and effectively tore up the contract and substi- 
tuted a bonus kinescope contract at a material cost to WBKZ-TYV for the priv- 
ilege of carrying commercial network shows without compensation to WBKZ- 
TV. Good local, live, television shows were added so that WBKZ-TV carried 
attractive entertainment. 

I have found that television station operation requires substantial amounts of 
national and regional advertisement to meet costs. This national and regional 
advertising is virtually nonexistent for UHF stations when distant VHF sta- 
tions claim coverage of the area. These same VHF stations have on occasions 
prevented national and regional advertisers from purchasing time for programs 
on WBKZ-TY, although WBKZ-TV was ordered. This action was accomplished 
by refusal to permit off-air pickup of such programs and claims of complete 
coverage of the area For example: March 28—Rodgers and Hammerstein 
show, General Foods, and the 1953—54 Stroh hockey games. 

The influx of VHF television from Grand Rapids and Lansing, added to the 
VHF station at Kalamazoo, became progressively worse with the increase of 
tower heights and power. The recent “drop-in” of VHF, channel 10, at Parma 
has rendered this situation untenable and will remove all hopes for future 
economic progress by eliminating the present television network affiliations. 

The situation in the Battle Creek-Kalamazoo market demonstrates the effect 
of multiple-city coverage in that UHF set conversion is severely restricted by 
high-power and high-tower VHF television stations located within a 60-mile 
radius. What originally appeared as a 1-VHF market has developed into a 
3-VHF-station market with a new fourth VHF station now proposed to be lo- 
cated within a 35-mile radius of Battle Creek. 

The expectation of the all channel receivers within a reasonable period from 
the start of television operations was not forthcoming. Instead, a penalty was 
imposed by the additional cost of UHF on new sets sold in the area. So-called 
cheap UHF conversions were nonexistent. Conversion costs averaged $50 or 
more per set. New sets design with comparable sensitivty and noise figures did 
not materialize and are not even now on the horizon. 

Practical increases in power of UHF transmitters do not approach compensa- 
tion for the sensitivity difference in receivers for the UHF-VHF bands. 
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The major cities—Grand Rapids, Flint, Lansing, Kalamzoo, Battle Creek, and 
Jackson—receive their second and third television service from VHF stations 
located 50 and more miles away. The local UHF stations in Battle Creek, 
Lansing, and Flint have been very severely hurt by this situation. Of the 5 oper- 
ating UHF stations in Michigan, 4 have been losing heavily. Two of the four 
have ceased operations. Of 8 Michigan nonoperating CP’s issued, 5 have been 
returned to the Commission. 

Intermixture of VHF and UHF has proved disastrous for UHF station opera- 
tors in that the incentive for conversion is very greatly reduced when programs 
of the two major networks are viewable, even poorly, on the VHF channels. 

The only complete remedy for Michigan appears to me to be only in the com- 
plete use of the VHF band for all by reduction of power, beam tilting, and deterio- 
ration of the extensive grade B service of existing VHF stations. Otherwise 
the death of UHF in Michigan is easily foretold and with it the democratic 
system of competitive TV and an extension of the clear-channel sychosis. 

Very truly yours, 
JouHN L. Boorn, President. 

P. S. Senator, would appreciate a reply. 

As one of your constituents I ask that you fight for a democratic system of 
competitive TV. 

We should not allow a few “fat cats” with increased tower heights and increased 
power on VHF to kill UHF in the United States of America. 

JOHN L. Booru. 


WKRG, 
Mobile, Ala., June 8, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Senate Communication’s Subcommittee 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DrAR SENATOR PoTrTeR: I wish to take this opportunity to express myself in 
regard to the various proposals which have been made recently before your com- 
mittee in regard to television broadcasting. As a broadcaster and as a televi- 
Sion applicant, I wish to express my objections: 

1. Any freeze on the granting of television applications. 

2. The proposal to move all television to UHF. 

3. Proposal to regulate network and hamper their free negotiation for affilia- 
tion with stations. 

We have operated WKRG-AM and FM in Mobile since 1946. Part of that 
time WKRG was a Mutual affiliate, for a short time it was independent, and 
since 1948 has been a CBS affiliate. Until 1951 WKRG was not a profitable 
operation and sustained substantial losses. We have never, however, enter- 
tained any idea of asking Congress or the FCC to come to our relief. We were 
the first applicant for television in Mobile. We still do not have a television 
station although there are two stations operating in Mobile, a VHF on channel 
10 and UHF on channel 48. We still do not have television in spite of our being 
the earliest applicant because another group applied for the same channel as 
we did. The two existing stations had no opposition and were, therefore, granted 
without hearing. Because WKRG had opposition it necessitated going through 
hearing and we are now awaiting oral argument before the Commission, and 
we hope a construction permit, within the next few months. We have not asked 
the FCC or Congress for special consideration or any new set of rules, despite 
the fact that we were the first television applicant and are still awaiting a grant. 

The history of our application for television goes back some 4 years and has 
been intensely active since the lifting of the freeze some 2 years ago. We have 
approximately $75,000 invested to date in attempting to secure a television station 
on channel 5 in Mobile. Prior to the lifting of the freeze we participated in the al- 
locations proceedings and fought to keep channel 5 in Mobile. We have a substan- 
tial investment, as you can see, in money, time, and effort in attempting to estab- 
lish a station on channel 5 and need not tell you what a freeze at this time would 
do to us. We will start over where we were some 3 or 4 years ago. We are not 
asking for special consideration. We are asking merely that the status quo be 
maintained that we may complete the proceedings and follow our application 
to its conclusion based on the rules set up 2 years ago. 


48550—54 31 
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Television has made tremendous strides in becoming a nationwide service in 
the past 2 years. The television industry is having its difficulties and its growing 
pains, particularly those stations that have been established on the UHF chan- 
nels, but the VHF stations established in 1948 and 1949 also have their diffi- 
eulties and their losses. Radio, back in the twenties and thirties and even in 
the forties, had its difficulties and trials and its losses. FM had its trials and 
tribulations and its stories of large losses, and to a great extent was a failure, 
but heretofore no one has asked for special consideration from Congress and the 
Commission, or a new set of rules in the middle of the game because some oper- 
ators are taking a loss. It is up to the individual applicant for a new station to 
make an honest appraisal of his market, the station’s potential for national and 
local business, possibility of network affiliations and whether or not the com- 
munity needs the service he is about to offer. Having made an appraisal of 
these factors, he invests his money and he takes a chance. If his judgment is 
wrong and he sustains losses it still is not a justification for a new set of rules or 
congressional action. 

The concern of Congress and the FCC must necessarily be with the service 
which the public receives, not with whether or not an individual station operator 
and a group of station operators make money or sustain losses, no matter how 
large those losses or how much we may sympathize with the individual. I have 
heard no great hue and cry from the public in this controversy. I cannot possibly 
see how a freeze on the granting of new stations can possibly serve the public 
interest and give them more service. I cannot see how making obsolete millions 
of receivers in the public’s hands can serve the public interest. I cannot see 
how eliminating 12 channels from the television band can assist in making for 
a greater nationwide television service or serve the public interest in any way. 
If any fault lies with the radio and television industry itself for the present 
predicament of UHF, it lies with the receiving set manufacturers. All receivers 
should be manufactured to receive all channels, not only a portion. Despite this, 
not being true in the past, almost 100 percent UHF conversion has been achieved 
in many markets, among them Mobile and Baton Rouge. 

In summary, it is our considered opinion as an operator of AM and FM radio 
for some years with some experiences in losses and as a television applicant with 
substantial money and time invested, that a freeze at this time would not serve 
the public interest but would work a great hardship on applicants, such as our- 
selves, who have gone through long and costly proceedings and are awaiting deci- 
sions. The concern of Congress must be with the public and the service it re- 
ceives. An elimination of part of the present allocated television channels would 
not serve the public interest or the television industry which has made unprece- 
dented strides in providing nationwide service in a short period of time. Regu- 
lation of networks, which was not discussed in detail above, would merely ham- 
string the free development of both the networks and individual stations and 
set a tremendous precedent, perhaps putting broadcasting out of its status as 
a free competitive service to the public. Again we ask no special consideration, 
only that the rules on which we have invested our time, effort and money be 
maintained and not changed in the middle of the game. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK CONWELL, WKRG-TYV, Inc. 


PrIcHARD & BRENNER, 
BEVERLY HILts, Cauir., June 11, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Potter: In further reference to the statement recently filed by 
me with your Subcommittee on Communications on the status and development 
of UHF, I should like to direct the attention of the committee to activities in- 
imical to UHF and color development engaged in by some television merchan- 
disers in a misguided effort to sell VHF—only monochrome receivers. 

I am attaching a clipping taken from a small local newspaper (the entire 
publication is also being enclosed with this letter), which deprecates the UHF 
broadeast service. The item is not only full of misinformation, but omits the 
very important facts that channel 22 is on the air in Los Angeles with a test 
pattern with the highest powered equipment available, and is about to commence 
commercial operations, and that three applicants are competing for the oppor- 
tunity to operate the remaining channel 34. 





~~ earuwr =’ 


oY 


_ 


i by 
nent 
; in- 
han- 


itire 
JHE 
the 
test 
ence 
ypor- 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 473 


You will note that the same page also contains a news item on the status of 
color television, which likewise has the effect of discouraging the purchase of 
color television receivers. 

I am advised by.the editorial staff of this paper that the news items were 
furnished by the Giant TV Co., a retailer of television receivers at 6161 Langker- 
shim Boulevard, in North Hollywood, Calif. The newspaper staff did no in 
dependent writing or research on the matter. It is unlikely that the retailer 
maintains a research staff for this purpose, and the articles, undoubtedly, were 
developed and distributed by either an advertising agency, a manufacturer of 
equipment, or a distributor. 

It is respectfully suggested that your committee may wish to make inquiry as 
to the nature and extent of the practice, and the source of such “news”’ stories. 
If it appears that persons or companies connected with the sale or merchandising 
of television receivers are disseminating such information, it would certainly 
constitute an unfair and reprehensible trade practice of great disservice of the 
entire industry and to the public. Those engaged in such a practice should be 
required to desist without further delay. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH BRENNER. 
UHF Takes A BEATING 


In the past few months, the UHF (ultra-high frequency) picture has deteri- 
orated to an unexpected degree. Many UHF stations are in continual litigation 
with the Government, accusing them of “desertion” and favoring the standard 
VHF stations. Hundreds of applicants for UHF station permits have with- 
drawn. Many UHF stations have gone off the air, unable to compete with the 
VHF ones. And, in general, it appears that UHF is a dead or dying issue 
throughout most of the country. 

UHF refers to the extra portion of the broadcasting band which was to accom- 
modate additional stations which could not be fitted into the more crowded VHF 
(very high frequency) wavelengths. But it turned out that the VHF band was 
not as crowded as feared. Cities, especially the medium and smaller ones, cannot 
yet afford or absorb more than a few stations. 

Los Angeles has one UHF station, channel 28, which is on the air for a few 
hours per week with noncommercial programs. Many of these are put on by 
students of the various colleges. It has not been determined how long channel 
28 will stay on the air. 


WGBF, 
Evansville 11, Ind., June 4, 1954. 
SENATOR CHARLES FE. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR PoTTER: In connection with the hearings which your subcom- 
mittee has been holding on Senate bill 3095, On The Air, Inc., licensee of radio 
station WGBF and applicant for construction permit for a television broadcast 
station to operate on channel 7 in Evansville, Ind., respectfully submits the 
following statement and requests that it be made a part of the record of your 
hearings on this bill. 

1. The sixth report and order of the Federal Communications Commission allo- 
eated one VHF and two UHF commercial television channels to Evansville. 
Recognizing that the VHF channel would provide better coverage to the entire 
area which considers Evansville as its metropolitan center, an area this com- 
pany had been serving for almost 25 years with #s AM station WGRBF (1280 
kilocycles, 5 kilowatts (D), 1 kilowatt (N)), On The Air, Inc., promptly filed 
an application for construction permit for a television station on channel 7. 
This application was set for hearing on a comparative basis with three other 
applications for the same channel. The hearing commenced on May 25, 1953, 
and the record was closed on March 23, 1954. The time for filing of proposed 
findings expires June 14, 1954. 

2. Several applications were filed for the two UHF channels allocated to Evans- 
ville, but as a result of dropouts, each of these channels was assigned to the 
present licensees on an uncontested basis. One of the UHF stations went on 
the air September 27, 1953, and the other on November 15, 1953. As there are 
no operating VHF stations closer to Evansville than 100 miles, these UHF sta- 
tions have not been faced with the problem of VHF saturation and the need for 
persuading people to convert their sets to receive UHF. 
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3. On the Air, Inc., has spent to date more than $35,000 in the prosecution 
of its application for channel 7 in Evansville. We believe that the other two 
remaining applicants for this channel have spent comparable amounts. 

4. On The Air, Inc., opposes the suggestion that any freeze or hiatus be imposed 
with regard to the continued processing and granting of television applications. 
We believe that the people of this area are entitled to receive the benefits of 
VHF television as soon as possible, and that they should not be deprived of that 
right because certain UHF television grantees want governmental intervention 
to delay or completely eliminate the VHF competition which they knew they 
would eventually face when they applied for UHF facilities. Furthermore, 
the substantial investments made by On The Air, Inc., and the other applicants 
for channel 7 in prosecuting their applications, investments made in reliance 
upon an allocation plan issued by the Federal Communications Commission after 
8 years of study and hearings on the subject, entitle these applicants to prompt 
action on their applications with no drastic changes in the allocation plan on 
which their applications were based. 

5. On The Air, Inc., opposes the proposal that the intermixture of VHF and 
UHF channels in the same community be eliminated. The Federal Communica- 
tions Commission has determined that the limited number of VHF channels avail- 
able for television broadcasting cannot provide a truly competitive nationwide 
television broadcasting system. This means that in those communities where 
there is an intermixture, the elimination of such an intermixture would gen- 
erally be accomplished by the substitution of UHF channels for VHF channels. 
The elimination of the VHF channels would in many cases (such as that of 
Evansville) mean that the entire area which looks to a given city as its metro- 
politan center could not receive adequate television gervice from that city until 
such unpredictable time in the future that UHF equipment may be available 
and put into service which would provide the tremendous amount of power 
necessary to give UHF coverage equivalent to the VHF coverage which is now 
possible with the equipment readily available for VHF television broadcasting. 

6. For the same reasons as given in paragraph 5 above On The Air, Inc., 
opposes the proposal that all television be shifted to the UHF band and the 
proposal that the authorized limits of power and antenna heights of VHF 
stations be reduced so that the coverage areas of VHF stations would be roughly 
equivalent to the coverage areas of UHF stations operating with the limited 
power presently available to such stations. 

On The Air, Inc., does not request permission to present oral testimony in 
these proceedings, as we believe that sufficient factual data are available in the 
record and in the sixth report and order of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission to support the conclusions set forth above. However, if oral testimony 
is desired by your committee, we will be glad to send a representative to testify, 
as we feel that this is a matter of great importance, involving as it does the 
success or failure of a truly competitive nationwide television broadcasting 
system. 

Respectfully submitted. 

On THE Ar, INc., 
By Martin L. Lercu, 
Executive Vice President. 


KTVQ, 
Oklahoma City, June 1, 1954. 
Miss FrrepA HENNOCK, 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Miss HeENNOcK: It was indeed a pleasure to see you again, to talk with 
you and to hear the position you take. 

I personally, and many others in the industry also, appreciate your forthright 
stands in the face of heavy odds. 

Your statement before the NARTB panel meeting last Thursday morning made 
a weighty impression on all present even though the room was “loaded” with 
V operators. 

I want to compliment you and encourage you in your worthy efforts. I feel 
somewhat akin. As the one lone UHF operator on the 15-man NARTB Televi- 
sion Board of Directors, I too know what odds are. 

No doubt it has occurred to you, but just in case it has not, there is one large 
segment of folks that should be on your team. That is, those radio-station oper- 
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ators who are not in TV and who missed the boat by not filing for a V and that 
group of losers in the present and upcoming competitive hearings. 
This segment can only go the UHF route and if no UHF then no TY, ever, 
for them. 
Most sincerely, 
JoHN Esau, President. 


KTVQ, 
Oklahoma City, June 2, 1954. 
Miss FrrepA HENNOCK, 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 

DearR Miss HenNocK: You told me my correspondence has fallen off. I’m 
taking immediate remedial steps. 

Before I left the NARTB convention I discovered that Mr. P. A. Sugg is to head 
a“V coordinating committee” to counter the U group charges. 

In the attached copy of a letter to Senator Potter I tell the Oklahoma City 
story. As you know Mr. P. A. Sugg heads up WKY-TV, WKY, which is also the 
morning Daily Oklahoman, the evening Oklahoma Times, and the farm paper the 
Oklahoma Farmer Stockman, plus a dozen other Oklahoma City holdings. Thus, 
as indicated in my letter to Senator Potter, Mr. Sugg’s organization in collusion 
with NBC is not only trying to throttle me but now steps into a national picture 
to take leadership in throttling all UHF. 

Rumor also has it that Mr. Hal Fellows will appear before the Senate com- 
mittee in opposition to suggested remedial measures, As a member of the asso- 
ciation for 20 years, a man who served on the board when Hal Fellows was 
brought in from Boston, I trust that his appearance, if made, will be properly 
construed as individual opinion and not as association president. 

The association membership has not been asked and I believe would deny Hal 
the appearance if polled. 

Keep up the good effort. It is possible that any action will come too late for 
my property, however, as long as there is life there is hope, but unless the right 
type of blood for a transfusion is found real soon this patient will not survive. 

It is possible I'll make an appearance at the hearings but I can ill afford the 
cost of the trip to Washington and therefore correspondence may need to suffice. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN Esau, President. 


KTVQ, 
Oklahoma City, June 1, 1954 
Senator JoHN BRICKER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR BrRiCKER: Attached is a copy of our letter filling in information 
on the UHF problem as it pertains to Oklahoma City. As noted, I am not a 
newcomer to the broadcasting business but never in my 20 years of experience 
have I seen so many inequities. 

I urge action on your bill (S. 3456) now, not 6 months from now, but in this 
session of Congress. To many, many of us the total solution is network affiliation, 
Network contract for KTVQ means the difference of staying in business or going 
out of business, and very soon. 

At last week’s annual meeting of the National Association of Radio and Tele- 
vision Broadcasting in Chicago I was elected to that organization’s television 
board of directors. I tell you this not to boast but to point up that the industry 
thinks well of my abilities. 

A great deal of agitation was noticeable at this meeting. The UHF hearings 
are having an effect. The V operators are frankly worried. I call attention to 
this with the knowledge that a “V coordinating committee” is being organized to 
appear at the Washington hearings. Interestingly, that committee is headed up 
by my competitor, Mr. P. A. Sugg of WKY, WKY-TYV, the morning Daily Okla- 
homan and evening Oklahoma Times and the farm paper Oklahoma Farmer 
Stockman of Oklahoma City, indicating that your bill and others interested in 
corrective measures are hitting home at the monopolies most of all. 

Rumor also has it that Mr. Hal Fellows, president of NARTB, will appear in 
opposition to the UHF pleas. 








476 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


As a 20-year member of NARTB I think it important that neither Mr. Fellows 
nor the “V committee” represents the NARTB and many members will object 
to such an appearance. 

I recognize that everyone is entitled to their day in court but should be qualified 
as individuals and not as representative of any group. 

I am in complete support of, and commend you for, your efforts. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN Esau, President. 


OrTTory-JEHLING BROKERAGE Co., 
St. Louis, Mo., May 24, 1954. 
Hon. CHartes E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR PotreR: We in St. Louis hope that you will overrule the applica- 
tion of WTVI for channel 4. If you will go to the trouble of investigating who 
owns the stock in WTVI it is not out of the realm of possibility that the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch who owns KSD (VHF) have control of WTVI. For many years 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch operating KSD—-TV has had a monopoly and if they 
were in any way able to get control of outlet No. 4 VHF this monopoly would 
continue on. The only information we can get in St. Louis is through the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch and the Globe Democrat newspapers and KSD-TV and all 
of the information emanating through this source is strictly New Deal, as far as 
the Republicans are concerned in this part of the country it is strictly a lost 
cause. 

Your suggestion that all of the new sets be equipped with UHF is all well and 
good but in St. Louis there are a tremendous amount of VHF sets and to convert 
these sets to UHF the cost is practically all cases would be between $100 and 
$135. In the case of my son who is a veteran he is doing good to be able to pay 
for the set he already has let alone trying to convert this set at additional 
expense. 

It has come to my attention that throughout the country UHF stations are 
closing faster than they are opening and in other cities they have as high as 
6 or 7 VHF stations why in St. Louis we have been forced to accept 1 station 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch KSD-TYV it is beyond my comprehension. 

Anything you can do to correct this very unfair condition will certainly be 
appreciated by St. Louisians. 

It does seem to me that in these troubled times when people seek diversion 
through looking at their television sets that it certainly is an imposition to have 
these colored TV programs on when they ruin the reception for the poorer people 
looking at black and white. 

I am, 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK B. Orrory. 


SALINAS BROADCASTING CoRP., 
Salinas, Calif., June 2, 1954. 
The Porrer COMMITTEE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: We are unalterably opposed at any effort on the part of the 
UHF group or their advocates to change the present manner of operating VHF 
television stations. The risks of television have been well-known to every pro- 
fessional broadcaster since its inception and this belated effort by the Govern- 
ment to step in and eliminate the risks of UHF broadcasters smaks of socialism 
in its worst form. 

We support any effort to better serve the public with television reception, but 
this move by the UHF broadcasters is an all-out effort by some people in the 
industry to have a Government committee put them in a position to reap greater 
financial rewards than they first thought possible. 

Our VHF channel 8 station serving Monterey—Salinas, Calif., risked approxi- 
mately $800,000 with no network contracts, with no network advertisers, and 
with no assurance that we could appeal to the Government in case we did not 
make as much money as we had anticipated. 

Our losses for the first 8 months of our operation amount to approximately 
$30,000. We have built VHF set circulation from approximately 10,000 to 79,000 
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and these sets would be made obsolete if any change is made. The public is 
entitled to protection. 

As an illustration of the fallacy of this UHF position, a man by the name 
of S. A. Cisler received a television grant for our area before we received our 
permit. Mr. Cisler specified a site in his application and our careful checking 
revealed that he did not have this site. To our knowledge, he did not have 
equipment contracts, nor did he purchase equipment. His application before 
the Commission does not reveal a strong cash position, so should be checked by 
your committee. Mr. Cisler was not a resident of Monterey County and never 
has been. Yet he filed a protest which delayed television in our area for many 
months. 

If you propose to change the present system, what steps will you take to under- 
write our VHF channel 8 losses in Salinas—Monterey? How will you underwrite 
conversion of 79,000 television set purchasers who bought sets depending on chan- 
nel 8? Will you guarante all television stations to make money? How will you 
decide what stations to eliminate and in what cities? 

The Federal Communications Commission, staffed by experts, are best quali- 
fied because of long study and thorough knowledge of television problems to 
handle all television. Your Potter Committee should enthusiastically support 
the policies of the Federal Communications Commission. 

Respectfully, 
Joun C. Conan, President. 


DAYTON EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FOUNDATION, 
Dayton 9, Ohio, June 1, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DrarR SENATOR Porrer: After reading press reports of the testimony of Robert 
J. Campbell before your subcommittee on UHF television on May 21 and then 
talking with Mr. Campbell following his return to Dayton, I must tell you that 
there are certain inaccuracies in his testimony. 

As chairman of the board of trustees of the foundation, I have been instructed 
by the complete membership of the board to write you and to correct these inac- 
curacies that the record may contain proper information. 

It might interest you to know that Mr. Campbell has resigned as executive 
director of the foundation effective July 4, 1954. It is my understanding that 
Mr. Campbell stated to your committee that the Dayton Educational Television 
Foundation was shortly to engage in a campaign for $250,000 to build a UHF 
station in Dayton, Ohio, for educational television purposes. This statement is 
not true. 

Since the formation of the committee on educational television in Dayton in 
January 1953, and the later organization of the Dayton Educational Television 
Foundation, members of the board have given a good deal of thought and done 
much research on the possibilities of station operation here. This matter has 
been tabled at each one of these discussions and continues to be tabled. 

After contacting various representatives of business and industry in the Mont- 
gomery County area, it is our feeling that it would be impossible to support 
such an operation in this area under current conditions. The estimates that we 
have had for construction costs to get on the air range from a minimum of 
$125,000 to a maximum of $250,000 secause of immediate pressures on all of 
our participating school systems and educational organizations, and because of 
the more or less immediate future need for classroom space, the participating 
organizations feel that it is impossible to make any major financial contribution 
to such a drive and that with the problems of providing adequate classroom space 
being uppermost that a drive for funds would be ill timed for the next year or 
more. 

The Dayton Educational TV Foundation did present, as Mr. Campbell out- 
lined, a number of educational television programs on all 3 commercial stations 
in the Dayton area during the first 3 months of 1954. With the closing down of 
WIFE-TY these programs were cut to a bare minimum. 

We currently have 1 program on WHIO, one-half hour a week, and 1 program 
on WLW-D, one-half hour a week. The management of WIFE-TV went out of 
its way to be cooperative with the Dayton Educational Television Foundation 
in giving us of their time and facilities. Since they have gone off the air, we 
have had a firm statement of policy from the management that should they 
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return to the air at any time in the near future, they would allot to us as public 


service broadcasting, 10 percent of their total time on the air, both class A and B. 

fhis offer, we feel, is unprecedented and should WIFE return to the air, we 
feel that in the light of this offer, there would be little need for us to construct 
a station We do, however, feel that one of the major problems in the Dayton 
area is that of being a mixed market point, both a VHF and UHF center 

It is my personal belief that the answer to the current problems of UHF is in 
clarifying these mixed markets and bringing communities into a single status 
either all UHF or all VHF. 

The economic pressures and conversions and network affiliations produce a 
disadvantage tor the UHF broadcaster in a mixed market 

The foregoing statements have been authorized by the membership of the 
board of the Dayton Educational Television Foundation and we respectfully 
request that this letter be made part of the record of the hearing, if possible 

I shall be happy to add to these comments should the committee desire it. 


Sincerely, 
JAMES F’. CLARKE, 
Chairman of the Board. 


Members of the Dayton Educational Television Foundation : 
University of Dayton 
Dayton Public School System 
Dayton Parochial Schools 
Sinclair College, YMCA 
Oakwood Schools 
West Carrollton Schools 


CERTIFIED TV AND APPLIANCE Co., INC., 
Norfolk, Va., May 21, 1954 
Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Srr: I felt that it was my duty to write to you regarding the problems 
facing UHF since I have an obligation to my customers and the stations now 
operating on UHF. 

There were three stations operating at one time, one has discontinued opera- 
tion and I understand others might be forced to do so. 

In order to evaluate the conditions facing the UHF stations, I feel that an 
immediate freeze should be instituted preventing VHF channels from going into 
areas where service is now being rendered by UHF stations depriving them of 
revenue and network affiliations. 

I would also like to recommend that there be no mixture of VHF and UHF in 
the same markets. It seems to me that if the facilities were equal then the 
stations could then compete on a program basis. This of course would also elimi- 
nate the many problems facing the receiver manufacturer of trying to produce re- 
ceivers and antennas that will receive all bands. 

I trust the above information is helpful to you in your study of the UHF 
problems. If I can be of further service, please let me hear from you. 

Yours very truly, 
IRVING Braun, President. 


WALTER READE THEATRES, 
New York 36, N.Y., May 24, 195.4. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PoTTeR: While we are represented at your current hearings by 
the UHF industry coordinating committee, I thought you might be interested in 
the attached letter which I have sent to Mr. Stanley Adams, president of ASCAP, 
requesting that ASCAP waive its normal fees for new struggling UHF stations 
and instead accept a token fee to help the stations through this current critical 
period. 

It is our sincere hope that the current hearings will result in action beneficial 
to UHF stations, and particularly will result in some decision which will make 
set manufacturers and distributors handle only all-channel receivers. 

Very respectfully yours, 
WALTER READE, Jr., 
President. 
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WALTER READE THEATRES, INC., . 
New York 36, N. Y., May 14, 1954. 
Mr. tiTANLEY ADAMS, 
1SCAP, 575 Madison Avenue, 


New York, N. Y. 


Dear Mr. ADAMS: You probably will recall that my association, and my com- 
pany’s association with ASCAP has been a long one. I have on my desk a con- 
tract, or should I say a license agreement, from ASCAP for our television sta- 
tion, WRTV channel 58, in Asbury Park, N. J 

As I read it, and understand it, you will become a partner of ours based op our 

ross business, Mr Adams, I am sure that you ana the rest of your associations 
of ASCAP are completely familiar with the problems of small television stations, 
in particular new UHF television stations. My experience with ASCAP, and my 
knowledge of your income and expense, prompted me to remind you that the 
main reason for ASCAP’s interest in WRTYV is for licensing control rather than 
income. The profit and loss of our television station, as well as others, is an 
open book, as we must report to the FCC annually. 

Would it not be well to reconsider this type of contract, and instead take a 
token license payment, say $25 a quarter, to indicate ‘AP’s confidence in 
small-town TV, and to encourage us to render the community service which we 
are all desperately trying so hard to give? At such time as our type of station is 
an economic success, I am sure we will be thrilled to welcome you back as a 
partner, but I think it unfair and unwise for a partner to attempt to receive divi- 
dends before there are at least some prospects for profits. 

May I also point out that hearings are to be held in Washington later this 
month by the Potter committee, the Senate Small Business Committee, with 
Senator Potter presiding. It would be of tremendous public relations benefit for 
ASCAP if it would be possible to announce at these hearings that an organization 
of the caliber and standing of ASCAP had the foresight to recognize the problems 
of the small UHF television station, and that as a means of aiding and en- 
couraging small UHF broadcasters, had waived its normal contract requirements 
and instituted a token payment system until such time as this class of TV broad 
easters could get out of the woods 

I would appreciate the association’s reaction to my thoughts, 

Very truly yours, 





WALTER READE, Jr., 
President. 


WKEAP, 
Allentown, Pa., May 24, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, : 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C 

DeaR SENATOR Porter: The following telegram was sent to Miss Frieda Hen- 
nock, Commissioner, Federal Communications Commission : 

“We read in Radio Daily, May 20, your five recommendations relative to VHF 
and UHF. We recommend their adoption in their entirety. We also recommend 
that all TV stations be on UHF band as alternate proposal. Copy sent to all 
Commissioners and Senator Charles Potter, subcommittee chairman.” 

I would greatly appreciate if you will support her five recommendations, for I 
feel that her proposal is the best so far presented. It will permit UHF to 
survive. 

Sincerely yours, 
QUEEN City TV, 
O. R. DAVIEs, 
Vanager. 


LAKELAND, Fia., May 27, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Subcommittee on Television, 
Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE Sir: I know that in this controversial affair you want the experi- 
ence of the ordinary citizen, too. 

Lakeland has no TV station of its own, but we generally believed our area 
wouldgbe served adequately by WSUN-TV, a UHF station. But we soon found 
out tl the nicest residential areas here could not pick up this St. Petersburg 
station without 70- or 80-foot towers, because of a ridge running north and south 
on which our Florida Avenue sits. And even for those willing to do this, only a 
mottied and unreliable picture results. 
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We have television here now, however, because Jacksonville’s VHF station 
power has been raised, and a wonderful picture comes to us from this station 
185 air-miles away, whereas we cannot get St. Pete’s UHF less than 50 miles 
away. And television men tell us that we will get Orlando’s VHF excellent when 
it comes June 1. And if this condition exists down here where everything is 
almost flat, consider how much better coverage VHF gives in hilly country, for 
the suburban, rural, and small-town receiver must be considered, too. 

Thus if VHF stations are being favored, it obviously is because they have 
more merit in public service. American people are spreading out, and our regu- 
lating bodies must go along with those who serve best. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES BE. WELLS. 


WKEHEI, 
KEewaAner, Itu., May 21, 1954. 
SENATE COMMERCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE Srrs: I would like to offer the following statement in regard to 
the television allocation problem : 

There are approximately 350,000 television sets in this area, of which possibly 
200 can receive UHF broadcast. I believe it would be economic suicide to go on 
the air with a UHF outlet. WOC-TV is basic NBC, WHBF-TV is basic CBS. 
So far as I can determine, in other markets, ABC and Du Mont seem to be more 
interested in VHF stations than UHF in their programs. 

There is a possibility of another VHF channel in this area if the FCC would 
relax their distance separation requirements by 5 miles or permit a slightly modi- 
fied directional antenna to be installed to take care of this situation; however, 
this would conflict with their “allocation schedule.” 

Very truly yours, 
WKEI Broapcastine Co. 
E. D. SCANDRETT, 
General Manager. 


KSAN-TYV, THE PATTERSON STATIONS, 
San Francisco, Calif., June 9, 1954. 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Rosel Hyde, Acting Chairman.) 

Dear Mr. Hype: I have returned to San Francisco from the Potter UHF 
Senate subcommittee hearing, and I wish to call to your attention some of the 
developments of KSAN-—TYV, the only UHF station in the San Francisco Bay 
area. 

We are operating without a network. We find this more difficult than we 
first assumed it would be, due chiefly to the lack of cooperation given by the 
manufacturers of television sets and the sales in this territory. 

We reach approximately 24% million people with a reasonable signal, which is 
almost 20 percent of the entire State of California. With this important market, 
and our experience in engineering, management, and programing, if we cannot 
interest the public to buy converters without a network, I don’t see how any 
place in the United States could. 

Kind enclosed the following: 

(a) Our program schedule. You can see that all evening we have sports pro- 
graming and most all of it live, something that cannot be had on any other 
television station in the bay area. With the cooperation of the manufacturers, 
we could get converters established, but it is a longer and harder pull than we 
ever anticipated, not having their full cooperation. 

(b) San Francisco Chronicle of June 1, 1954. This shows the attendance of 
the Seals and reporting the winnings. This was the Memorial Day crowd of 
about 20,000. 

(c) San Francisco Chronicle of June 5, 1954, which shows a Saturday after- 
noon game with 12,447 attendance, still winning. 

(d) San Francisco Chronicle of June 7, 1954, showing the Seals still playing 
Oakland with an attendance of 15,279, making a total attendance for the Oak- 
land attendance in San Francisco of 61,043, right close to the greatest i for 
a week’s attendance ever made in San Francisco since 1949. This attendance 
record is expected to be topped the following week when Oakland Oaks come to 
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San Francisco to fight it out for second place. At the present San Francisco 
is Jeading. 

During a cold, chilly, foggy night, you can anticipate the many thousands who 
watch KSAN-TV for the San Francisco-Oakland play-by-play telecast. 

(e) San Francisco Chronicle June 5, 1954, sports page 6H, showing the harness 
races at Bay Meadows. The total official attendance to date is 86,060. KSAN- 
TV filmed important parts of these races in the afternoon, rushed the film for 
development, and televised them that same evening between 7 and 7: 30 p. m. 

You can see that KSAN—T'V has spared mo money or labor to bring to the tele- 
vision homes the fresh, live, and most programs of the greatest public interest 
possible. It shows that KSAN-—TV, UHF independent, is the only threat to the 
VHF network monopolies. We're certainly doing our very level best to carry 
through the suggested overall plan on our part of a nationwide full and competi- 
tive television system so arranged and suggested by the officials in Washington, 
and particularly the Federal Communications Commission. 

I sincerely believe that such an honest effort should be recognized to be in the 
public interest as a grocery store on the corner. The corner grocery store has 
a right to apply, and expect to receive, a liberal loan from the Small Business 
Administration, and yet this grocery store can be duplicated many times in the 
same city, and certainly cannot possibly be expected to serve the entire bay 
area—but radio and TV, with its great importance, is refused the same considera- 
tion as the said grocery store. Why? Ido aot know. It looks unfair and un- 
just. If any individual radio-TV owner, after receiving such a loan from the 
Small Business Administration, were to operate improperly there are rules and 
regulations that could certainly control him completely; therefore, the whole 
industry of UHF particularly should not suffer because of a fear of one, or even 
a few individuals’ improper operation. 

With financial assistance from the Small Business Administration, DHF sta- 
tions could have immediate assistance and be successful in their efforts until the 
major assistance may come later on. I sincerely request serious consideration 
of this suggestion of Small Business Administration loans to sincere and capable 
UHF operators. It could be possible that the members of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, the members of the Potter committee on UHF, along 
with necessary Senators, could advise with the policymakers of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration and come rapidly to such a conclusion as I have suggested. 
I would appreciate an answer to this lengthy letter suggesting some kind of an 
action if possible. 

The best surveys and other sources, indicate that there are approximately 
40,000 converters and/or all channel sets in the service area of KSAN-TYV. 
There are an average of approximately 25 requests a day coming to KSAN-TV 
alone for information regarding installation of converters. Other business firms 
and service shops receive requests also, but these installations are slow and will 
take a long time to fill and to secure sufficient listening audience for successful 
sales campaign on KSAN-TV. We believe that 100,000 sets to receive UHF will 
be necessary to have a successful sales effort on KSAN-TV. With immediate 
assistance this can be accomplished, but that assistance is needed now. 

San Francisco needs the following in order to develop UHF : 

1. The set manufacturer should be forced to sell nothing but UHF—VHF sets. 
Kiven the sets in his warehouse and in his dealer’s warehouses and showrooms 
should be immediately converted to receive both UHF and VHF before offering 
for sale. All installations of antennas for a television set should include both 
UHF and VHF. They should not permit the sale of a television antenna that 
would receive only UHF or VHF. 

2. The manufacturer should have the responsibility of converting the sets 
that he has in the market. At his expense these sets should be brought up to 
date by the addition of antennas and converters that will permit these sets to 
receive DHF. 

3. The Government should take the excise tax on television sets and make 
available as grants to both the manufacturer to accomplish the point number 2 
above, and to the UHF television station to sustain operation until the above 
can be accomplished. 

4. All network programs not being released by any other network station 
should be available to the UHF station. 

5. All television network programs should be made available to the UHF 
station for a second release when kinescoped at the expense of the UHF station. 
This would make the network programs available at other times of the day and 
week different from the original playing time so that people that could not see 
them at that time could view them at a more convenient time. This would also 
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permit the person to see many network programs that they would be interested 
in seeing that were shown originally. 

The above five numbered paragraphs should be seriously considered providing 
the Federal Communications Commission and regulatory bodies decide to con- 
tinue the operation of UHF and VHF operations in the same market. They 
Should be considered in the light of their advantages in the interim period when 
a television station is either to be moved from UHF to VHF, or from VHF to 
UHF. There should be some consideration during this intercession period for 
those who have seriously attempted to establish the public service that the Federal 
Communications Commission has planned and proposed and granted. 

Most sincerely yours, 
KSAN-TV 
S. H. Parrerson, Owner. 


KSAN-TV PROGRAM SCHEDULE, JUNE 15 TO JUNE 19, 1954 


TUESDAY, JUNE 15 gee 
P.M. 7:00 Horse races 
5:00 Sign on 7:15 News 
5:00 Film 7:50 Car buyers’ guide 
5:15 Pulpit Portraits 8:00 Meet the Fans 
5:20 Don’t Let it Happen 8:15 Oakland versus Los Angeles 
5:40 Sports Roundup baseball game from Oaks 
6:00 Teen dance time Park 
6:30 Experiment 10:25 Scoreboard 
6:45 Health in the News 10:30 Wrestling from Chicago 


OO Horse races 11:30 Sign off 
315 News 
:30 Roundup Time in New Mexico POM. 


15 Knot Hole Gang = a 
Meet the Fans — 7) olgn ony - 
15 Oakland versus Los Angeles ®*00 The Disciplined Story 
baseball game from Oaks 715 Pulpit Portraits 
Dark z 720 New Horizons 
46°45 -Meoreboerd 5 240 Sports roundup 
10:30 Sien off :00 Peen dance time 
7 ‘ 5:30 =~Film 
15 Health in the News 
(00 Horse races 
15 News 
330 The Torch 
45 Knot Hole Gang 
Meet the Fans 
115 Oakland versus Los Angeles 
baseball game from Oaks 


FRIDAY, JUNE 18 


OM -1-1-1-1 
= 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16 


5:00 )=Sign on 

5:00 You Can Take it With You Until 
the Fire Department Arrives 

Pulpit Portraits 

Rebuilding With Grass 


DDAAWAAD 
= 





9:40 Sports Roundup Park 

6:00 Teen dance time 10 :25 Snemeboond 

G3 kao > : es — ro . - 

e 4 nec pte re oy 10:30 Employment this week 

4 ‘an Hi es ip ap tenieditt Aila 10:35 Boxing from New York 

is orse races or Sig . 

715 News 11:35 Sign off 

7 <30 Film SATURDAY, JUNE 19 

7:45 Knot Hole Gang P.M. 

8:00 Meet the Fans 5:00 Sign on 

8:15 Oakland versus Los Angeles 5:00 “Country” Lee Crosby and His 
baseball game from Oaks Sundown Playboys 
Park 5:30 Film 

10:25 Scoreboard 5:45 Teen dance time 


10:30 Sign off 


15 Film 

3:30 The Rosary Hour 
45 Health inthe News 
‘(00 Horse races 

115 Film 

30 Evangel Temple 
00 Soul's Harbor 

15 There is no Magic 
45 Overseas Run 

00 =The Italian Hour 


THURSDAY, JUNE 17 
P.M. 
»:00) Sign on 
5:00 Holiday Island, the Fire Clown 
5:15 Pulpit Portraits 
5:20 Fiesta at Santa Fe 
5:30 Inventors’ Market Place 


2D GW -1=1=1 S 


6:00 Teen dance time 9 
6:30 Luray Caverns 9:30 The Christophers 
6:45 Health in the News 10:00 Sign off 


eta 
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WCAN-TYV, CHANNEL 25, 
Milwcaukee, Wis., May 28, 1954 
NICHOLAS ZAPPLE, Esq., 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Nick: You are probably up to your ears in testimony but I think this is 
important. It is just a start in the right direction and rot the total cure. You 
recall that although I proposed a total transition over a 5-year period to UHF, I 


also suggested an interim relief. Here’s a quickie. 
There are supposed to be about 3 million UHF receivers in the country. Almost 
50 percent of these are in 10 major markets, as follows: 


fajor intermized markets (not considering allocations of CP's) 





Lotal sets UHFs 
San Francisco V’s, 1 T : 840. OOK ” m0 
i V.2 240, OOK | ”) 
isville (2 V’s, 1 1 ‘ OOK 82° 000 
Maine V,21 x), OOM 1K) 
Boston (2 V’s, 1 1, 400, 0 i 100 
&t. Louis (1 V,3 U’s 620, OO 215, 000 
Oklahoma ¢ 2\ 2U’s 00), RX (KK 
Dayton (2 V’s, 1 1 637, OO 2 000 
Pittsburgh (i V, 2 U’s 943, 000 250, 000 
Milwaukee (1 V, 2 U’s).. 668, OO 318. 000 
lotal.. 6. 068. 000 1, 345, 000 


In these markets you have serious intermixture which sets the pace for the 
country. There may be come “secondary” markets that I have not yet covered 
which can be included, but, if these markets are changed to all V or all U, which- 
ever is predominant, you will be eliminating almost 50 percent of the problems 
of the country in one stroke without serious dislocation. More important, it 
sets up the “laboratory” for the total elimination of intermixture and reallocation. 

Where there are only 2 stations presently operating in a market, like Portland, 
Oreg., the intermixture problem is not acute. However, if any additional sta- 
tions are to be licensed in such markets they should also be designated either all 
UHF or all VHF. There should be no further licensing of any stations whether 
it be black and white or color that create intermixture. By cleaning up over 
50 percent in about 90 days in reallocating all UHF stations during the “hiatus” 
you are assured of an orderly transition in the future. 

Regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lov POLLeER, 
Midwest Broadcasting Company. 


WESTINGHOUSE BROADCASTING Co., INC. 
Washington, D. 0., June 10, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 2 on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PoTTER: Reference is made to the hearings held by your sub- 
commitee May 18, 1954, et seq., in the matter of VHF-UHF television broad- 
casting and on Senate bill 3095 dealing with multiple ownership. It is our pur- 
pose in writing to you to set forth our position on some of the suggestions made 
by witnesses in their testimony. 

Westinghouse Electric Corp., the founder of commercial broadcasting with 
the advent of KDKA, November 2, 1920, has been continuously interested in 
radio and television both as a broadcaster and as an equipment manufacturer. 
Working with television methods since 1926, Westinghouse successfully demon- 
strated, in 1928, the first all-electronic television system, made possible by a new 
television tube (iconoscope) invented by Dr. Zworykin in our research labora- 
tories. Westinghouse, in conjunction with the Glenn L. Martin Co., in 1945—49, 
developed and successfully demonstrated the television broadcasting system 
known as stratovision in which television transmitters were installed in high- 
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flying aircraft. At 30,000 feet television service can be rendered over an area 
having a radius of 200 miles. Westinghouse built a television station in Boston 
(WBZ-TYV) in 1947 and has been operating it since that date. 

We see no problems now facing the industry which are either fundamentally 
different from many problems previously faced and solved or any which can not 
be solved by American ingenuity without any drastic action necessary on the 
part of either the Senate subcommittee or the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, 

The present allocation plan may not be perfect but it represents more than 3 
years of intensive (and expensive) cooperative effort between the entire indus- 
try and the FCC. It should not be lightly or hastily cast aside because of a few 
protests from those who are unable or unwilling to face life in a free competitive 
economy. 

Westinghouse, along with many other pioneers, in the early days of radio and 
again in the early days of television faced exactly the same problems being pre- 
sented to the Senate subcommittee by UHF protagonists. The problem then and 
now is an adequate number of sets in the hands of the public and attractive pro- 
graming which the advertising industry is willing to support. 

The Westinghouse experience in television at Boston is typical. Although our 
investment Was approximately $1 million, we operated at a loss from sign-on in 
June through the balance of 1948 and all of 1949 for a total in excess of $300,000. 
This loss was not recovered until October 1950. We had faith in the future of 
the industry. Even as late as the first quarter of this year, according to FCC 
Statistics, only 46 of 175 postfreeze TV stations reporting made a profit and 
only 338 VHF stations (37 percent) were operating in the black. After the nor 
mal shakedown period inherent in any new industry, this condition will improve 
and stabilize 

It has been proposed to require all VHF stations to now reduce their exist- 
ing coverage area to avoid overlap of a nearby UHF station. This would result 
in inestimable damage not only to the stations but to the members of the public 
living in the present service areas. For instance, if the coverage area of chan 


nel 4 in Washington, D. C., were so reduced, thousands of citizens living in 
Hagerstown, Md., and in the surrounding area, would be denied service they 
have been enjoying and relying upon for so many years. 

These citizens (and those in any other similar community in the United States) 


have a right to, and will demand, a freedom of choice among multiple-program 
sources. Since Hagerstown has been assigned only 1 channel (and it certainly 
could not support more than 2), it is clear that additional programs to permit 
freedom of choice (and a competitive broadcasting system) must come from out- 
side areas. This service can best be furnished by the existing VHF channels 
located in cities large enough to support multiple-program sources. The effect 
of this reduction of service area proposal on rural America would, to us, be com- 
parable to suddenly denying them radio service by requiring all clear channel 
broadcasting stations to reduce power to the equivalent of a local station. 

If the principle be established that the coverage of the VHF stations in Wash- 
ington is limited to eliminate overlap with the UHF station in Hagerstown, then 
it follows that the UHF station allocated to Frederick, Md., must be limited to 
prevent overlap with the UHF station allocated to Hagerstown. Under such a 
philosophy the citizens of Washington would receive four competing services, 
the citizens of Frederick and Hagerstown, respectively, would each receive a 
single service and the vast rural audience living between these cities would be 
denied any service. 

Furthermore, such a philosophy is physically impractical in a situation like 
Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton, Pa. Two stations have been allocated to 
Allentown, 1 to Bethlehem and 1 to Easton Pa. Under the present plan this 
should afford 4 competing services to the residents of all 3 cities and the rural 
areas surrounding them. It seems to us inconceivable that anyone could seriously 
propose that the coverage areas of these stations be so reduced as not to overlap 
(assuming this was physically possible) thereby reducing Bethlehem and Easton 
to a single service and Allentown to two services. The theory becomes even 
more untenable when we realize that most cities in the United States have been 
allocated but a single television channel and the whole State of New Hampshire 
only 1 city gets more than 1 and in the State of New Jersey only 2 cities get more 
than 1 channel. The public interest lies in the direction of making every effort 
possible to increase the coverage of each station. 

In 1928 there were approximately 600 radio stations in the United States sur- 
viving upon approximately 1 percent of the Nation’s total advertising dollar. 
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Today there are over 3,000 stations in operation and the overall gross billing of 
the broadcasting industry, radio and television combined, is almost at the $114 
billion mark. Many a community which does not have a local newspaper has 
a local radio station. We have seen this growth take place in America, under 
the American system, without equal coverage and without any attempt to nullify 
the law of physics with arbitrary restrictions on coverage. 

It has been suggested that the FCC now move all television stations into the 
UHF band. A determination of all of the remaining applications pending be- 
fore the FCC will add approximately only 100 more stations over those now in 
existence or authorized. As now discerned, the television industry will consist 
of about 670 stations in 325 communities (based upon present applications and 
licenses). The total dollar damage, not to mention the inconvenience, that 
would result to the industry and to the public should such a suggestion be ap- 
proved is beyond imagination. 27 million receivers are now in the hands of the 
public. 

It is a useless suggestion. Requiring all stations to move into the UHF band 
would not equalize the services. The power ratio for approximately equal cover- 
age between the lower end of the VHF band (channels 2 to 6) and the upper 
VHF band (channels 7 to 18) is approximately 3 to 1. The ratio between the up- 
per portion of the VHF band and the lower UHF band (channel 14, ete.) is again 
approximately 3 to 1. And the ratio between the lower UHF band and the upper 
UHF band is again approximately 3 to 1. Therefore, to force all existing VHF 
stations to abandon their present service and move to the UHF band solves 
nothing and destroys existing television service. Rural and suburban America 
will not accept such a decision. 

It has been suggested that the FCC declare an immediate freeze—suspending all 
new station grants and existing station requests for modifications. There are 
now 377 TV stations operating in 237 communities in the United States and ad- 
ditional sums have been invested or obligated to construct many of the remain- 
ing 200 stations which have been authorized by the FCC. The bulk of the in- 
dustry as it is now discernable is either on the air or has been authorized by the 
FCC and only about 100 new stations are awaiting disposition of hearing pro- 
cedures. Such a freeze, at this time, is a useless locking of the barn door. 

Furthermore, many of those awaiting final orders must be in the same position 
as we are. In the Portland, Oreg., TV hearing now awaiting decision, our ex- 
penses were over $270,000 and we have frozen risk capital of $1,015,000; in the 
Pittsburgh TV hearing now underway our expenses to date are over $180,000, 
and we have frozen $3 million of risk capital pending a final decision. A freeze 
at this time would fatally injure many applicants. 

It has been suggested that compulsory network affiliation is the solution. Radio 
has grown from 600-odd stations to over 3,000 stations and networking has de- 
veloped simultaneously under 4 national networks and many hundreds of smaller 
networks are serving the American public today—all without any mandatory 
instructions from a governmental agency. 

We believe that the history of radio is conclusive proof that the public interest 
requires the history of television to follow the same path of free and open com- 
petition. The radio industry has seen the birth, growth, and struggle for top 
position among national and regional radio networks. We have seen the relative 
positions of networks change more than once over the years. This free play of 
economic forces has been in the public interest. The poorest man in the United 
States now enjoys free daily entertainment unavailable to the richest man in 
any other country in the world. And, of equal importance, this growth has taken 
place within the framework of our antitrust laws which, in our opinion, have 
proved adequate to prevent monopolies. 

It has been suggested that stations be required to accept the affiliation with a 
predetermined network organization. This proposal, in its ultimate conclusion, 
means Government owned and controlled broadcasting in the United States. 
Assuming a station is required to affiliate with a named network and a dispute 
between the parties as to the rate payable and acceptable, the Government will 
be immediately in the rate-setting business, with all of its complications— 
technical facilities available, coverage, constantly changing set statistics, ete. In 
the next step, the individual station’s popularity (or lack of it) and its conse- 
quent ability to attract revenue from local advertising sources, will depend upon 
the program furnished by the network. Since it was required to sign the net- 
work contract, the station would surely be granted the right to require Govern- 
ment control of the programs. And the final step, assuming the Government re- 
quired the network to produce more expensive and attractive programs, the net- 
work, under such compulsion should be able to demand Government subsidy. 
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The problem is neither new nor incapable of solution. The condition is identi- 
cal to that which existed in the early days of radio and of VHF television. The 
first television receivers were designed for operation in the lower VHF (channels 
1 to 6) Later, channels 7 to 13 were opened. Standards were changed (405 
lines to 525 lines). The same problems of coverage and lack of receivers were 
faced by the industry in those days. Sets capable of receiving only certain 
channels were subsequently replaced by the present sets which receive all 12 
channels as rapidly as the ingenuity and economics of America permitted. We 
believe that the current problem is identical and that the solution is as inevit- 
able—if American industry is allowed to remain free to attack the problem. 

In 1953, 14.4 percent of all Westinghouse TV production featured built-in all: 
channel UHF—-VHF tuners. In addition, more than 80 percent of our 1953 sets 
which did not contain built-in all-channel UHF tuners, contained provision for 
internat adaption to UHF and our distributors in UHF areas regularly stock 
coils for this internal UHF adaptation. The balance accept external adapters. 
For the first half of 1954, approximately 24.6 percent of our Westinghouse TV 
production features built-in UHF tuners, and the trend is apparent. 

For more than a year, our sales department has maintained market develop- 
ment teams in the field to assist in the development of new UHF markets. When 
a new UHF station is about to go on the air in an area not previously served, 
cur market development team moves in; our sales and marketing experts aid 
and instruct the local distributors and dealers by bringing them up to date on the 
latest methods of TV merchandising, and our technical representatives train 
the local service technicians in modern television servicing techniques. 

This development of UHF markets has not been without its problems. When 
the station did not open on the day predicted (in some instances opening was 
delayed several months) great dissatisfaction was created among purchasers, 
distributors, and dealers. In other cases the signals from new stations were not 
technically acceptable, resulting in unsatisfactory reception at consumer level. 


As a result, consumers blamed the set and caused untold expense to dealers, dis- 
tributors, and ourselves in attemptiing to solve consumer problems. In cases 
where the signals were adequate, many programs were unattractive and the 
public quickly lost interest, dulling consumer desire for ownership of UHF sets. 
However, these problems are not new to the television industry nor are they 
unique Patience and ingenuity solved them in the past and will do so again. 

In our opinion the greatest “shot in the arm” that the Government could give 
to the UHF operators at the moment, without disrupting existing investments 
or Changing the American broadcasting system as it is known, would be to repeal 
the excise tax on UHF-VHEFE television receivers. We endorse the position pre- 
sented to the Senate subcommittee on this point by Mr. Glen McDaniel, president 


of RETMA. Since a UHF receiver costs more to manufacture than a VHF 
receiver under present-known manufacturing processes, the elimination of this 
tax would practically eliminate thhe manufacturing cost differential and the 
set thereby becomes more attractive to manufacturer and to the purchaser. 

We believe that the complete solution of all problems presently facing the 
industry lies in placing more UHF—VHF receiving sets in the hands of the public 
and more television stations on the air as quickly as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
Curis J. Wittinae, President. 


STATEM r or JoserH BRENNER ON THE STATUS AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE UHF 
CHANNELS IN THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Joseph Brenner ; my 
address is 321 South Beverly Drive, Beverly Hills, Calif. 

I am an attorney engaged in radio and television matters; I am a member of 
the FCC Bar Association and a former member of the staff of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission. 

I am pleased to have been given this opportunity to express my views on matters 
which will assist the UHF television broadcast service. 

I previously have filed with the Federal Communications Commission four 
petitions for amendment of the Commission’s Rules which, if adopted, I believe 
will be of material aid to VHF broadcasters and to the television broadeast service 
generally. I will discuss these petitions in a moment but first desire to present 
some additional proposals for consideration. These additional matters were not 
included in the petitions on file for the reason that they did not appear to be 
within the jurisdiction of the Commission. 
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Two of these matters deal with the UHF income-tax situation. 

1. First, I propose that appropriate steps be taken to give UHF station opera- 
tors the opportunity to offset expenditures made in connection with the promo- 
tion and development of UHF audience circulation in the early years of opera- 
tion against later earnings of the station after such circulation has been estab- 
ished, or, if there is an advantage in so doing, that they be permitted to treat all 
of such expenditures as current operating expenses. 

UHF broadcasters will thus be provided the same election that newspapers 
are given by section 23(bb) of the Internal Revenue Code. Under that section 
newspapers, Magazines and other periodicals may elect to treat expenditures 
made in establishing, maintaining, and increasing their circulation (subject to 
some limitation) as either current operating expenses or as charges to their 
capital accounts. 

The effect of such provision will be to encourage UHF operators to expend 
funds for the specific purposes of securing and aiding conversion to the UHF 
service. It will result in the promotion of such service generally without the 
necessity of relating such expenditures to the current year’s revenue. After an 
audience market has been built through these expenditures, with increased reve- 
nue resulting therefrom, the early expenditures may be properly regarded as a 
cost of securing such returns. This would appear to be one step toward a solu- 
tion of the chicken-or-egg-first problem which is now besetting the UHF stations 
as it once did the VHF’s. 

The approach is comparable to the tax relief provided in Internal Revenue 
Code, section 107 for certain taxpayers having long-term earnings. For instance, 
an author is permitted to relate his royalty earnings received in a particular 
year back to the years in which he was engaged in writing his book or play. 
Similarly, a real estate broker may carry back his commission earned on the sale 
of property over the years that he expended funds in unsuccessful negotiations 
Another approach would be to broaden and liberalize the provisions of Internal 
Revenue Code, section 122 to utilize carryover provisions to the same end. 

2. My second tax proposal is to permit UHF the same rate of depreciation on 
television broadcast equipment which has been permitted VHF broadcasters up 
to this year but which is presently in the process of being revised. VHF oper 
ators heretofore have been able to take a straight line depreciation on television 
equipment on the basis of a useful life of 4 years. The Bureau of Internal Reve- 
hue now proposes to extend this over a period of 15 years. 

UHF is a new service in which many developments are yet to come. The high 
powered equipment which will eventually be utilized in this service is not yet 
even being manufactured. No one can predict the future of color development 
and monochrome progress. UHF operators should be permitted the same rate of 
depreciation that VHF operators utilized in their early days of operation. 

This will result in attracting capital from persons who, because of tax advan- 
tages, will be able to withstand the heavy expenditures required-in construction 
and operation in the UHF service. Denial of this opportunity may result in such 
capital being attracted to other endeavors offering more attractive tax benefits. 
The 4-year depreciation rate unquestionably contributed greatly to the estab- 
lishment and maintenance of VHF operation in the early bleak days of com- 
mercial television. 

3. My third proposal is designed to stimulate the manufacture and sale of 
UHF-VHF receivers. VHF-only receivers are, in view of today’s allocation 
situation, incomplete receivers, and the public should be clearly so informed. 

I suggest, therefore, that manufacturers should be required to label VHF-only 
receivers correctly, in substantially the following manner: 

“Warning.—This receiver is not capable of receiving all of the television chan- 
nels which may be operating, or which have been allocated, to this and other 
communities.” 

I understand the FTC is currently considering some labeling proposals. 

A more drastic approach, but a correspondingly more effective one, would be 
to prohibit the shipment in interstate commerce of VHF-only receivers, both 
monochrome and color. Such action may be justified on the basis that the incom- 
plete TV receivers not only deceive the public, but retard the establishment of a 
nationwide competitive television service. 

I will now discuss briefly the proposals which I have filed with the FCC for 


amendment of its rules. They were filed on April 29, 1954. The Commission has 


not yet had time to take action on them. Chairman Rosel H. Hyde of the Com- 
mission referred to these proposals in his recent testimony before you. 
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(a) The first one deals with subscription television. I have suggested that 
such service be adopted but that it be reserved for the UHF service. This will 
not only provide needed revenue but will also assure a competitive programing 
service and assist in speeding up conversion. It will provide UHF with an an- 
swer to the problem of network programing. 

The utilization of existing VHF stations for subscription TV broadcasting 
would necessarily result in the withdrawal of some hours from the conventional 
broadcast service. In some cases network programs might be displaced. Such 
use can result only in the denial of some existing service to the public. 

The utilization of UHF for subscription TV, on the other hand, can be the 
means of providing two new and additional services to a particular commu- 
nity—a subscription TV service and a conventional broadcast service. Conver- 
sion would be automatically accomplished. With every installation of a subscrip- 
tion decoding device, a UHF converter would necessarily be provided. Thus 
UHF would be enabled to secure not only subscription revenue, but advertising 
revenue as well from its conventional broadcast service to an increasing number 
of UHF receivers. 

The Commission could safeguard the conventional broadcast service of UHF 
stations by allowing subscription television only when the station otherwise sat- 
isfies the minimum programing schedule presently required by the Commis- 
sion’s rules. 

(b) Another petition provides for sterephonic or multichannel sound trans- 
mission restricted to UHF stations. This can be accomplished by multiplexing 
the television FM sound channel. A sound system superior to VHF and con- 
sistent with the superior visual image of UHF will thereby be provided. 

The Commission has already proposed multiplexing methods for FM broadcast 
stations. The technique has been developed, demonstrated and proven, and can 
be readily adapted to television. Bichannel or binaural sound transmission rep- 
resents an advanced system of sound transmission which is being adapted gen- 
erally to music reproduction and motion pictures. 

Provision for such transmission will enable UHF stations to utilize the full 
sound possibilities of both live and filmed programs. The bichannel transmis- 
sion is compatible with existing sound transmissions and the existing receivers 
would receive the sound in the same manner as at present without the need of 
adaptation. They could however be readily adapted for the bichannel trans- 
mission at low cost, if desired. 

Establishment of such a UHF sound system now will enable manufacturers 
to make provision in their receivers prior to the time when a great number of 
such receivers are in the hands of users. This is particularly true in making 
provision for such sound in color television receivers. As the public gradually 
converts to color they would, at the same time, be automatically converting to the 
modern binaural sound. 

(c) Another petition suggests that UHF stations be permitted the same privi- 
lege to program music with fixed visual images, such as test patterns, slides and 
still photographs, as VHF stations were permitted prior to June 1951. The pur- 
pose of this is to allow UHF stations to obtain revenue from broadcasting music 
with unrelated pictures or with test patterns, while assisting dealers in the dem- 
onstration and installation of UHF converters and all channel receivers. 

Under existing rules, for example, television stations are prohibited from 
broadeasting a test pattern accompanied by musical compositions for the pur- 
pose of demonstration, sale, installation or orientation of television receivers or 
receiving antennae, from broadcasting music accompanying transmission of a 
test pattern upon which is visually imposed a clock indicating the time of day 
or a text which is changed at spaced intervals or from broadcasting mood music, 
together with still pictures or slides where the music is unrelated to the visual 
transmission. 

The petition asks that UHF stations be given the same opportunities in this 
respect to enable them to meet the problem of conversion as VHF stations were 
previously accorded. 

(d) The final proposal requests the amendment of the rules to require in 
effect that networks have one-third of their affiliates, after a period of 1 year, in 
the UHF band, and one-half of them within a 2-year period. This is designed to 
secure network promotion of UHF and, if we are to have intermixture, that it 
be on a truly competitive level. As a practical matter, the requirement will be 
met for the most part by expansion of the networks through the acquisition 
of additional stations in the DHF band. 

Copies of the petitions filed with the Federal Communications Commission 
referred to above are attached hereto for information. 

Thank you for this courtesy and for your interest. 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, WASHINGTON 25, D. C, 
Docket No.- - 


In the Matter of the Promulgation of Rules and Standards for a Subscription 
Television System 


PETITION FOR AMENDMENT OF RULES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS FOR PROMULGA- 
TION OF A SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION SERVICE FOR UHF TELEVISION BROADCAST 
STATIONS 


Joseph Brenner respectfully petitions for the amendment of the Commission’s 
Rules and Regulations and the Standards of Good Engineering Practice relating 
to television broadcast stations and states as follows: 


I 


That he is an attorney at law, a member of the Bar of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission and engaged in communications practice; that he represents 
various UHF television broadcast stations and is interested in the amendment 
to the Rules proposed to be adopted herein. He files this petition as an individual 
member of the bar and as an individual member of the general public. 


II 


This petition is filed under Section 1,702 of the Commission’s Rules and Regula- 
tions and is in response to informal invitations extended from time to time by 
the Commission for suggestions and recommendations looking to the assistance 
and improvement of the UHF television broadcast service. 


Ii! 


Petitioner requests that appropriate amendments be made to the applicable 
sections of Parts 2, 3 and 4 of the Commission’s Rules and Regulations and to 
the Standards of Good Engineering Practice so as to provide for the establish- 
nent of a subscription television service restricted to UHF television broadcast 
stations, 


IV 


The Commission presently has before it a number of petitions requesting the 
institution of rulemaking proceedings for promulgation of subscription television 
service. The purpose of this petition is to request that such subscription tele- 
vision service be limited to UHF television broadcast stations as a means of assist- 
ing and furthering the establishment of a nationwide competitive UHF television 
broadcast service. 


Vv 


That among the petitions on file with the Commission are the following: 

A Petition filed by Zenith Radio Corporation dated February 25, 1952, seeking 
the establishment of subscription television service in which it is recited that 
Zenith has since 1930 engaged in an extensive and continued program of research 
and experimentation designed to develop the most feasible means of subscription 
television and the securing of information as to the public acceptance of such a 
system. Zenith states the authorization of subscription television would greatly 
encourage the larger and more effective use of radio in the public interest and 
provide the American public a needed and desirable service supplementary to 
existing services. 

A petition dated August 7, 1953, by four UHF television broadcast stations: 
Home News Publishing Company, New Brunswick, New Jersey; Pennsylvania 
Broadcasting Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Stamford-Norwalk Tele- 
vision Corporation, Stamford, Connecticut; and Connecticut Radio Foundation, 
Inec., New Haven, Connecticut, which sets forth among other matters that sub 
scription television has now been the subject of a large volume of technical study 
and developmental research ; that the Commission has from time to time granted 
authorizations for development and experimentation in the subscription tele- 
vision field; that developmental research and experimental operations have 
demonstrated that subscription television is a technically feasible and practica- 
ble service; that such experimental operations and research have demonstrated 
that the publie will accept the principle of subscription television and that 
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surveys made for such purposes indicate that a majority of the public is willing 
to make direct payments of reasonable charges for the privilege of receiving 
high quality television programs of a type not currently available to them on 
television. Said petition further recites the interests of professional baseball, 
college football and of the entertainment industry in subscription television. 
The Commission is urged to provide for subscription television service as a 
means of alleviating the serious economic problems facing many existing and 
prospective UHF broadcasters ; that it is necessary for CHE broadcasters to find 
new ways and means of programing their stations so as to provide revenues 
sufficient to enable the stations to match or exceed network programs in quality 
and interest for the stimulation of conversion of VHF sets. The said petition 
contends that the subscription television service would provide a solution to the 
programing problems faced by stations with network competition and at the 
same time provide sufficient revenue so that the stations could devote a substan- 
tial percentage of time to sustaining programs of a type not ordinarily available 
to television because of the costs. The petition sets forth considerable informa- 
tion demonstrating the economic and competitive situation of each of the four 
UHF stations and how subscription television will act to alleviate the situation. 

A petition dated September 9, 1953, filed by Matta Enterprises, Atlantic City, 
N. J., another UHF station, suggests the institution of subscription television 
service as a means of overcoming the competitive disadvantage of UHF stations 
in relation to network affiliation. Said petition recites that such a service would 
provide the fundamental remedy to the unhealthy competitive situation in 
which UHF stations have been placed and that such subscription service will 
tend to diminish the importance of network affiliations in the development of the 
service, will expand the area of effective competition and will serve the public 
interest by bringing programs of widespread public interest presently beyond 
the economic grasp of many television licensees, 

\ petition filed November 19, 1953, by Northwest Television Co., Fort Dodge, 
Iowa, also a UHF station, seeks the institution of subscription television service 
and reiterates and supports the statements set forth in the other petitions on file. 

A petition filed by Peoples Broadcasting Co., Trenton, N. J., a UHF station, 
urges the establishment of a subscription television service and recites that a new 
and different programing of a quality that could match or surpass that on major 
networks could be made available by the introduction of subscription television 
and that such programing supplementing the locally produced programs is 








necessary to the economic existence of UHF stations. 
VI 
That in addition to the activities of the Zenith Radio Corp. related above, the 
Skiatron Electronics & Television Corp., New York City, has been engaged in 
research and development of another system for subscription television known 
as Subscriber-Vision; that extensive tests and demonstrations as well as surveys 
as to public acceptance of such a service have been made by Skiatron. Public 
announcement has been made that Skiatron would in the near future petition for 
the establishment of subscription television service and make available to the 
Commission results of its research and findings. 
VII 
That an additional system for subscription television has been developed by 
the International Telemeter Corp., known as Telemeter. This corporation is 
affiliated with Paramount Pictures Corp., Inc. Telemeter has been also engaged 
in a research and development program and has engaged in tests utilizing broad- 
cast service as well as use of a community antenna system through closed circuit 
technique. 


Vill 


That the material on file indicates that there is sufficient information avail- 
able for the Commission now to undertake consideration of the establishment of 
subscription television service. 

IX 


Petitioner respectfully suggests that the Commission undertake such consid- 
eration at the earliest possible moment as a means of aiding and assisting UHF 
stations in the establishment of a successful competitive nationwide UHF broad- 
cast service ; that if Commission’s consideration of subscription television service 
is delayed longer, the benefits which can accrue to the UHF service may well 
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disappear and the establishment of a successful UHF broadcast service thereby 
impaired 
xX 

Petitioner further respectfully suggests that the subscription television service 
be restricted to UHF television stations so that instead of having the effect of 
withdrawing free broadcast service from the general public during subscription 
telecasts, as would be the case on most VHF stations, the subscription television 
service would generally be the means of providing a new and additional service 
to the community. The conventional broadcast service by the UHF station 
could be safeguarded by permitting UHF subscription television only where the 
station otherwise satisfies the minimum programing schedule required by sec- 
tion 3.651 of the Commission’s rules and regulations. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JOSEPH BRENNER. 

BEVERLY HIL1s, CavirF., April 27, 1954 

The first witness this afternoon will be Mr. Raymond Kohn. 

Mr. Kohn. 

Mr. Kohn IS president of the Penn Allen Broadeast ing Co., of A llen- 
TOW), Pa. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Kouwn. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. We are happy to have you here, Mr. Kohn, and will 
be looking forward to hearing your statement. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND F. KOHN, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF THE PENN-ALLEN BROADCASTING CO., ALLEN- 
TOWN, PA. 


Mr. Konn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I ask you not to be dismayed with the weight of this. It is mostly 
exhibits. It isn’t all testimony. 

My name is Raymond F. Kohn, and I reside at 1411 Hamilton Street, 

Allentown, Pa. I am president and general manager of the Penn 
Allen Broadcasting Co. of Allentown, Pa., licensee of WIFMZ, an FM 
only broadeast station, and construction permittee of WFMZ-TYV, 
UHF authorization for channel 67 in Allentown. 
Two weeks ago at the NARTB convention in Chicago we heard a 
reat deal about free enterprise and eloquent warnings about the 
rave consequences of running to Congress for more regulation. May 
say to the members of this committee, with all sincerity, we are not 
here asking for more regulation but corrective regulation. 

My company believes, and we think with abundant justification, 
that there is before this committee and the Nation a grave question 
as to whether or not we shall have a truly competitive nationwide 
system of television. 

We do not think our purpose in appearing here is based solely on 
seeking a “transfusion by cutting the throats of others,” as expressed 
by one speaker at the convention. 

We are certain that this committee, in hearing our comments will 
judge them as they apply to the welfare of all the people of this coun- 
try and not just a few in Allentown, Pa. We do think that we have 
some constructive information to offer and a suggested possible proce- 
dure of action that is worthy of serious consider: ation and study. 

We humbly believe that the experience of our 7 years of operating 
an FM only broadcast station allows us a small measure of validity in 
speaking on the subject that is before this committee. 
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I might add here we have no AM affiliation, newspaper affiliation. 
It is strictly a corporation of many stockholders. 

Contrary to the Commission’s expressed view in the sixth report, 
we are here to say that we find an alarming similarity in many, many 
respects with this UHF problem which the development of FM faced 
and is still facing. Practically all of the elements of difficulty in 
UHF which have been repeated over and over by other witnesses in 
previous testimony here were and still are present in FM—the prob- 
lems of conversion, program sources, advertiser resistance, especially 
on the national level, lack of good receivers at competitive AM costs, 
and many others. 

But we do not intend to burden the record with a recital of those 
experiences, for it is not our purpose here to weaken the cause of 
cbhjectivity by playing on the sympathetic heartstrings of the mem- 
bers of this committee. Besides, if we may say with equal parts of 
humor and sobriety, we are somewhat afraid that we might destroy 
the credulity of our whole testimony by relating a 7-year FM saga 
which we know you would find exceedingly difficult to believe, true 
as it may be. 

Suflice it to say—and we do not mean this to be facetious—we are 
quite convinced that if the members of the Commission could have 
lived with us through our experiences in FM there would have been 
no need for this hearing on UHF. The whole philosophy incorpo- 
rated in the sixth report and order might well have been a different 
one, a more realistic one. 

We cannot add to the record any experiences in operating a UHF 
station since we are not yet on the air. We are, I would say, about a 
hundred thousand dollars along in construction, with long-term com- 
mitments amounting to about four times that much which we hope 
we shall have the satisfaction of honoring in full. 

As I sit here, I can hear the distant “amens” to that statement being 
uttered by our 250 stockholders, almost all of whom reside in and 
around Allentown, Pa., but I am much more aware of the pleadings 
of over a half million Lehigh Valley residents who, I am certain, 
would approve of the statements which we are making here today were 
all the facts made clear to them. 

Before we present what we believe is a sound and workable ap- 
proach to the UHF dilemma, we would like to bring out briefly, and 
emphasize with all the vigor at our command, one aspect of this prob- 
lem that, in our opinion, should have precedence over all other con- 
siderations, It has been touched upon in other testimony, but has not 
yet been given the emphasis that we think it surely deserves. We 
refer to the two words “local expression.” 

The Commission, in its sixth report, gives local expression priority 
2, thereby recognizing itself the extreme importance of achieving the 
goal of as many outlets for local expression as can be possibly attained. 
In complete contradiction, the philosophy of the sixth report and its 
implementation since bids well to make mockery of that most desirable 
goal. We think we can prove this point in just a moment. 

From the New England town meeting down to today the opportunity 
for a community to have the facilities to express itself has been a vital 
factor in preserving our ideals of democracy. Never has the urgency 
been greater than it is today to do everything in our power to perpetu- 
ate the processes of local expression. 
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Time was when the great fourth estate—the newspaper industry 
was a highly oo business, much for the good of the com- 
munity and the Nation. Today we are witnessing the extinction of 
competition in the newspaper field, even in great cities like Washing- 
ton, St. Louis, Atlanta and others. The medium and smaller cities now 
either have but one newspaper or through merger or sale competing 
newspapers come under common ownership. 

We think it is uniformly admitted by all thinking people that this 
loss of competition is undesirable and leaves a vacuum in the com- 
munications field that we should strive, if at all possible, to fill. 

Congress is powerless to stop the trend of monopoly in newspapers, 
but it can, through an agency of Government already in existence and 
under compulsion of an act already spelled out, help to fill the vacuum 
referred to above by preserving the powerful, impartial voice of tele- 

vision in hundreds of cities across this Nation which can and will sup- 
port local television if it is but given a reasonable chance to put down 
its roots. 

In a world fighting for its survival now, today, the Commission’s 
reference to a nationwide competit ive system of television in terms of 
“will eventually” or “the long range” leaves us singularly and particu- 
larly cold. An “eventual” television station in Allentown—presuming 
there would be one, which is a presumption which we cannot bring 
ourselves to accept—will be no better than the one that we can be op- 
erating this September, bringing a new, fresh and vital force of self 
expression to a community, which it needs and which it so rightfully 
deserves. 

Local ownership, integration of local ownership with management, 
and performance of local responsibility in programs geared to the 
needs of the community which a station serves is one of the very 
foundations of judgment used by the Commission in granting and re- 
newing television and radio licenses. No other factors in the prep- 
aration and presentation of testimony and exhibits for a competitive 
hearing before the Commission receive so much careful and emphatic 
attention by Washington’s specialized, high-priced attorneys as those 
which could be summed up in the two words “local expression. 

We don’t mean that “high-priced” in a derogatory sense. I know a 
lot of attorneys here in Washington. 

Senator Porrer. You better be careful the sy don’t raise their price 
to you. 

Mr. Koun. But it does cost like the devil to hire them. 

Senator Pastorr. Doesn’t the price vary with the client? 

Mr. Koun. A hearing is expensive. 

No other phrase is so familiar to broadcasters, attorneys, Commis- 
sioners, and the whole FCC staff as “the public interest, convenience, 
and necessity.” 

With this emphasis we heartily agree—wholeheartedly agree—and 
it is to help preserve this emphasis that we are now appearing before 
this committee. 

We think it pertinent, but not material to this controversy, who 
utilizes what channels but that all channels necessary to a nationwide, 
truly competitive system be utilized. To achieve this abjective, a fair 
and proper climate must be provided so that television, on the local 
level, shall have a reasonable change to grow in all communities across 
the Nation wherever the economic soil is rich enough to nurture it. 
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May we define briefly what, in our opinion, a local television station 
means to Allentown and our communities around Allentown ? 

We use Allentown merely as an example and we know that you will 
keep in mind that there are hundreds of Allentowns across the Nation 
to which each of our thoughts is equally applicable. 

1. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity for our 
churches to spread their influence beyond the portals of the church 
doors. There are over 90 churches in the city of Allentown alone. 
Why should the ministers, the choirs, and the congregations of these 
churches be deprived of the opportunity to use this powerful new 
medium of expression ‘ 

2. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity for our edu- 

rational system to have the means of spreading educ ation beyond the 
ports als of the school buildings. It means opportunity in the most 
graphic way yet devised to acquaint parents and taxpayers with the 
methods and curriculum being used to educate their children. It 
means opportunity to use the trained minds and special talents of 
teachers and school administrators on programs designed for the wel- 
fare and enlightenment of the whole community. 

3. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity for the promo- 
tion of the activities and objectives of all our local public service insti- 
tutions—the Community Chest, the Red Cross, the Medical Society, 
the Good Shepherd Home for Crippled Children, the Boys’ Club, Lit- 
tle League Baseball and dozens of others. 

4. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity to provide fa- 
cilities for the enlightenment of the people before they go to the polls 
to vote. Television, as has been amply proved, has a peculiar knack 
for searching out sincerity, exposing insincerity, the face betrays many 
a fact th: it the mind and the voice wouk ltry to hide. 

We think the members of this committee would be the first to agree 
that the caliber of local governments in thousands of communities 
across the Nation ultimately decides the caliber of Government and 
its servants in the Nation’s Capital. 

And perhaps it is too obvious to mention the power and impact of 
television as a medium of expression for local issues—the new city 
tax, scandal in the police department, should the monument in the 
square be moved to West Park, the annexation of Lower Salisbury 
Township to the city, the new sewer project proposed for the west 
end. None of these issues are world shattering: none of them interest 
anyone beyond the confines of each of the thousands of communities 
in which they occur, but wrapped up in them is the cumulative basic 
worth of a whole country—the essence of the vitality which makes our 
a ideals work. 

. Television in our community means a heretofore unprecedented 
naspsetasaiiy to promote the economic good of our area. The ability 
of our local and regional merchants to advertise their ‘products and 
services is not only essential but necessary. No one argues television’s 
ability to sell goods and services. Why deprive our town and hun- 
dreds of others of the economic benefits of this new medium ¢ 

And the irony of this whole situation is that for years now the mer- 
chants in our town, in Allentown, have indeed had to compete against 
merchants in Philadelphia who, through high-power television, seek 
and do effectively draw business away from Allentown, and without 
local television our merchants do not now have and may never have a 
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ainst this outside citv advantage with the 
same medium. : 

There are many, many more th ngs that television means to a con 
munity for a television station should and can be at the very enter of 


every activity. the sounding board and the mirror of a community's 
whol pers iit 

We submit to this committee that the importance of preserving, i 
hur areds of communities, the element of local expression 1S alone 
enough, in itself, without any of the other considerations, to cause all 
concerned to work not against each other Dut together to find a prac 


cal and workable wav to arrest and reverse the present tragic down 
ard trend toward ext tion of television in the UHF band. 


And mav we add here what sounds like a facet lous note, ) t it really 
isn’t intended to be: There are three powerful VHF stations In the city 
of Philadelphia ihn: gumath timunian r television service >to our com 


munity of more than a halfa million people. I say to them now that if 
each of these stations will submit a written statement, duly subscribed 
and sworn to, to this committee or the Commission, saying that they 
do solemnly promise to provide as many local programs, with local 
Allentown people participating, as WF MZ TV has already promised 
under oath to do, and in the same desirable time periods, then we will 
here and now tear up our testimony and retire to the sidelines to watch 
with bated breath the greatest phenomena that has occurred in the 
history of broadcasting. 

Senator Porrer. You don’t expect them to do that? 

Mr. Kouwn. No, sir: I do not. It would be the most impractical 
thing | in the world because there are 6 or 8 other communities covered 
by the same Philadelphia signal, of which the same would have to be 
retired. 

The exhibits which we will now present for the committee’s infor 
mation were prepared by four people, which is the entire present staff 
of our company. These exhibits took a period of approximate ‘ly 3 
weeks of admittedly somewhat concentrated effort. Noexpert lawyers 
or engineers had anything to do withthem. We realize this statement 
would seem to weaken or even destroy our case, but before we finish we 
hope to establish that just the opposite will be true, for we believe 
with the deepest sense of conviction that there is a solution to this 
problem; that it will be founded not upon the evidence of the cold, 
ever-conflicting arguments of the slide-rule boys or the leg eval clamor 
ings of those who will trv to find solace in the C onstitution, but upon 
the inherent, practical, good commonsense of this committee, the Com 
mission, and all those whose sense of public interest lies above self 
and whose vision allows them to see the tremendous importance of a 
television system which best serves the growth and ideals of this 
country and its 160 million people. 

Once the ob jective is set—the goal defined—the engineering slide 
rules can turn out the technical answers to make it work. 

Even to the layman the present allocation plan contained in the 
sixth report is not above ¢ ritical analysis; surely it cannot be an only 
solution upon which future development of television must live or die. 

It must not be forgotten that adoption of this very same sixth report 
was not unanimous. It had bipartisan disse ont by a Republican mem- 
ber and by a a Democr: atic member of the (¢ ‘ommission. 
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We have taken the approach of an average person trying hard to 
exercise practical commonsense. With all humility and deep respect 
for those experts who label this problem apparently unfathomable, 
we enter a small but vigorous dissenting voice. 

Our first series of exhibits are planned in logical sequence to answer 
the following quest ions: 

Just what is the present allocation plan and how does it break 
down in terms of assignments to each of the 48 States? 

What is the service provided by (a) the VHF assignment; and 
() The UHF assignments in terms of comparative service ? 

. What happens if television in the UHF band does not develop 
or, ‘pal another way, what kind of service will we have if only the 12 
channels in the VHF band are utilized? 

Under that we have commercial channels, and we treat separately 
educational channels. 

Exhibit No. 1, which you will find in the back: This is a State-by- 
State breakdown of the number of commercial VHF assignments allo- 
cated, the number of cities in each state to which these VHF assign- 
ments are made, the number of educational VHF assignments made to 
each State, the number of UHF assignments alloc: ated to each State 
together with the number of cities in which these UHF assignments 
are made, and the number of UHF educational channels assigned by 
the sixth report to each State. 

I would like to interrupt here, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, and state that there have been some changes within the 
Commission. We had to rely upon material at hand, but there will 
be very little change. I mean I believe there are more educational 
channels, 2 or 3 or 4 allocated since this was published. 

Senator Porrer. I understand there have been nine additional allo- 
cated since that was published. 

Mr. Koun. Something like that; but we did not, I am sorry to say, 
have the time to research out. 

The same thing is true of the other exhibits, but there will not be 
any substantial changes. 

It purports to be accurate up as far anyhow as the sixth report was 
made, which is the basis, fundamental basis, for the whole allocation 
pl: in. 

It does not take much study before one realizes that there is a serious 
scarcity of VHF channels allocated to most of the States and that 
statewide television coverage can be best accomplished by use of the 
UHF band. 

We have underlined in this exhibit just a few of those States. If 
you follow it across—for instance, Illinois has 9 commercial VHF 
channels, located in only 6 cities. There are 2 educational channels 
in the VHF band in Illinois, but in UHF there are 44 assignments in 
37 cities and 5 educational channels. 

There are several others there I will not take the time to go through. 

Senator Pasrorr. You could even dramatize New Jersey. Look at 
New Jersev on page 2 of your exhibit, right next to New York, where 
they have 18, and New Jersey just 1; is that right ? 

Mr. Konn. The whole State of New Jer rsey 
Senator Pastore. They have 1 VHF in 1 city. 

Mr. Koun. That is correct. 

Senator Pasrorr. And they have to rely on UHF in seven cities. 
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Mr. Koun. I might add that channel moved to New York C . too. 

Senator Porrer. So, that is not there now ? 

Mr. Koun. a it is right. 

Senator Pas That VHF moved over to New \ ork, too ¢ 

Mr. Konwn. Tha it is right. 

Senator Pastor. So, that makes none. 

Mr. Kown. That is correct. 

We might point out another example, which we like to use, since if 
is our own State. Pennsylvania has 10 VHF allocated in 7 cities, in 

hat large state; 1 VHF educational channel: but abe are 45 LHF 
assignments allocated to 33 cities and 3 educational channels. 

That would mean, of course, if UHF does not deve lop, seven cities 
in the whole State of Pennsylvania will be e xpecte “1 to give television 
service tothe whole State. It can’t possibly do it 

In exhibit No. 2 we have further ie er ‘this very same thing. 
This exhibit graphically illustrates what we mean by scarcity of VHF 

channels. Six States have allocations of VHF channels in but 1 
city, a total of 6. We have them listed here: Dalaware, District of 
Columbia, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Vermont, o1 
total of six for these same States. 

These same 6 States have among them UHF assignments in 29 cit 
ies. The ratio is 29 to 6, and this table does not include educational 
channels. 

Three States have VHF assignments in but 2 cities, or a total of 6 in 
all for those 3 States as compared to total assignments in the UHF 
band in 29 communities. 

One State, Kentucky, ranked 16th in population, has but 3 VHF 
cities and 27 UHF community assignments. 

The fourth most populous State in the country, Ohio, has VHF 
allocated to only 5 cities; yet, there are assignments in the UHF band 
for 36 cities and towns. 

Our own State of Pennsylvania, which I have already analyzed in 
the previous exhibit, has but 7 cities assigned VHF channels; yet it 
has 33 UHF cities and towns. 

There are 33 States listed in this exhibit and all 33 have 8 or less 
cities assigned VHF channels. 

If UHF television does not develop, 33 out of the 48 States must be 
content to be served by 8 or less VHF cities each; 165 cities will be all 
that can bring service to 70 percent of the States of the Union. 

By comparison, there are UHF channels assigned to 681 cities and 
towns in these same 33 States. 

If intermixture will not work—and we are convinced by the facts 
that it is not working now and cannot work—the question of which 
band, VHF or UHF, should be retained is rendered almost academic 
by these comparisons alone. 

Exhibit No. 3—that is the exhibit that is turned over, the long ex- 
hibit—is an analysis of the assignments made for educ ‘ational, non- 
commercial stations. 

I beg your pardon. Exhibits3 and 4 are turned around here. 

Senator Porrer. We should be referring to exhibit 4, then, rather 
than 3? 

Mr. Koun. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. Fine. 
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Mr. Kony. We will come back to that. I will take up exhibit 3 
first, which you will find is the next exhibit. 

You will recall that we left out educational television in the pre- 
vious exhibit. 

Senator Porrrer. Yes. 

Mr. Koun. Exhibit No. 3 takes that particular problem up. 

This is an analysis of the assignments made for educational, non- 
commercial stations, he Commission seems to be in unanimous 
agreement that these assignments are both desirable and necessary, 
but let’s take a look at what happens to educational television if U HE 
does not become a successful reality. Fifteen States, with a1950 cen- 
sus population of almost 54 million people, 35 percent of the Nation’s 
entire population, will have no educational television at all; and, 
ironically enough, many of these States are the wealthy ones whic h 
might be expected to best be able to support educational outlets. 

We can’t resist pointing out to the members of this committee also 
that among these 15 States are Michigan, Nebraska, and Rhode Island. 

Senator Porrer. | wonder how you happened to select those three 
States. 

Mr. Koun. Purely coincidence, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Pasrorr. You know, Senator Potter, I like it. 

Mr. Kony. Fifteen more States with a population of 38,703,778 will 
have but 1 educational outlet each and 12 additional States with 
roughly 46,500,000 people will have but 2 educational channels each. 

The cumulative total adds up to but 39 educational outlets in 42 
States whose total population represents 92 percent of the population 
of the entire United States. Well over 200 of the assignments made 
by the Commission for educational television would go by the boards. 

We are sure that this prospect is as painful to the Commission as 
it is to us. 

Once again we see the absolute necessity of making certain that tele- 
vision in the UHF band survives. 

I might point to an exhibit over there, the small map of the United 
States, which illustrates this particular exhibit 3 that is in table form. 

The States colored red are those States in which there are no VHF 
assignments in the educational field. 

The ones in yellow have one VHF. 

The ones in green have but two VHF assignments in the educa- 
tional band. 

You can see that along the Northeastern and the North Central 
States is where it really is congested as far as having U’s to have 
educational television. 

enator Porrer. I wonder how they made that selection. It seems 
to me in that whole area in there—Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, Kentucky, 
West Virginia—if they didn’t have 1 in each State, they could have 
put 1 or 2 in that area. 

Mr. Hyde. 

Chairman Hyper. Mr. Chairman, I can tell you the selection was not 
made on a geographical basis. ‘That is, the Commission did not deter- 
mine to put educational reservations on ultrahigh channels in certain 
States and to put educational reservations on VHF in others. 

The formula which the Commission used is set out in the sixth 
report. It works something like this: What we made educational 
reservations as the interest shown by participation in the proceedings 
would justify it, and by availabilities. For instance, it would be 
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impossible to make an educational reservation in a community where 
all the VHF, all the assignments, had been assigned to a station. 
Washington is an example of that. There is no VHF assignment 





for educational television in Washington for the simple reason that 
there were four commercial stations using all the assignments ava 
able at the time the sixth report was issued. 

Now, that illustrates the reasons for these results that come out 

Senator Scrrorrrer. You mean they were all taken at the time your 
sixth report was out ? 

Chairman Hype. That is right. 

Senator Scuorrrer. But somebody didn’t check the possibilities 
before that, however ? 

Chairman Hype. The educational reservations were first made in 
the sixth report. There had been proposals during the rulemaking 
proceeding, but in the original allegation there had been no such 
reservation. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to point out 
Chairman Hyde’s statement is correct as regards New York and 
Washington, where the VHF’s were gone, but I feel that the allo- 
cations to education were made on a superficial basis, that the joint 
committee representing the educators had sent out letters to various 
communities and had been in touch with educators, and there are two 
types of assignments. Educational centers got VHF in certain 
sparsely settled areas and where a State university or land-grant 
college was situated or a university particularly interested in com 
munications, such as Urbana, Ill., where we have the University of 
Illinois. On the other hand, I expressed my dissent and felt the 
Commission itself should have gotten up a nationwide educational 
plan more in keeping with the population and the financial means of 
supporting educational television, and the sixth report and order 
voices my dissent to that effect. 

Senator Porrer. Without UHF you are not going to have a nation- 
wide educational television system ? 

Commissioner Hennock. No. Sixty-five percent of our channels 
are in ultrahigh. The State of New York would have nothing in edu- 
eation. The State of Michigan would have nothing in education. 

When I got out to Missouri, for instance, Kansas City, the very 
educators that said they didn’t want a VHF didn’t know what they 
were saying at the time. Now, when they have Mr. Hall of Hallmark 
cards ready to finance an educational station, their objections are: 
“It’s an ultrahigh station. Nobody wants ultrahigh. It’s folding up.” 

Now, you see how unrealistic it was to take the educators who were 
unversed in television and take just their little letters and say, “This 
is an allocation plan.” 

It was not done on a proper survey—educational, engineering, or 
any other—I voiced my dissent at the time. 

However, it is so important to this country to have an integrated 
national system because, with 65 percent of our channels in ultrahigh, 
you can see what the folding up of ultrahigh will do to educational 
television in this country. 

Senator Pasrore. Following the thought that was expressed by the 
chairman and by Mr. Schoeppel, isn’t it a fact the congested cities, 
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that is, the large cities, will have to depend for their educational media 
on UHF rather than VHF because VHF is already taken up? 

Commissioner Hennock. That is not true. 

Senator Pasrorr. I mean that is another problem. 

Commissioner Hennock. Correct. 

Senator Pasrore. And if we weaken UHF, we, accordingly, weaken 
the media of educational television broadcasting. 

Senator Porrer. I know when I was home recently some of the 
people most interested in educational TV in the State—their problem 
is tied in with this hearing we are having now, with what is going to 
happen to the UH F band— 

Commissioner Hrnnock. Michigan State has spent over a million 
and a half dollars, 1 think, in their plant so far in educational tele- 
vision, doing an excellent broadcasting service and educational tele- 
vision on a daily basis, I think 6 or 7 hours a day, one of the outstand- 
ing services in the country, and I know Dr. Armond Hunter, the direc- 
tor of the station, is on his way here to testify in these hearings. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

All right, Mr. Kohn. 

Mr. Korn. I might point out in relation to that, Mr. Chairman, 
certainly I would say the educational UHF channels have even a less 
chance of making a “go” of it because they have public funds in the first 
place and 

Senator Porrer. That is.right. If they can’t do it on a commercial 
basis, they certainly won’t be able to do it on a nonprofit basis. 

Mr. Koun. That is right. 

Senator Pastore. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt at this point? 

I know I am anticipating, but I have to go to a meeting of the Joint 
Atomic Energy Committee. 

May I ask a question at this point ? 

Senator Porrer. Certainly. 

Senator Pasrorg. I have been reading a little of your statement as 
you have been making it. What is your comment on S. 3095, the bill 
before us ? 

Will that do the trick or won’t it do the trick? 

Mr. Koun. Is that the Bricker bill ? 

Senator Porrer. That is the multiple-ownership bill. 

Senator Pastorr. That is the Johnson bill. 

Mr. Koun. I am not—— 

Senator Pastore. That is the legislation before us. 

I am trying to crystallize the thinking here. 

Mr. Koun. This is the one that says you can own a total of, I think 
it is, 14 in all if you take them on a ratio basis. 

Mr. Zarrie. Ten. 

Mr. Konn. Yes; 10—2 to 1. 

Senator Pastore. In your opinion, will this bill solve the problem, 
or solve part of the problem, or won’t it affect the solution of the 
problem at all? 

Mr. Koun. I think it is really a crumb thrown to a starving man to 
say that would in itself reverse this trend in the UHF because you 

Senator Pasrorr. Would you be willing to say it is merely another 
monopoly to stop another monopoly ? 

Mr. Konn. I doubt, in the present state of the art, if anybody is 
going to take them even if they are there as far as your network owned 
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UHF, unless there is a reversal of the trend first. The might 
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be applicable 
Senator Pastore. Do you think the Congress ought to do anything 
| 


or the Commission o fht to do anything to express the philosophy ot! 
encouraging more multiple ownership on the part of certain indi- 


viduals ¢ 

I followed the thesis of vour statement that this thing ought to be 
on a competitive basis, that the ownership of these stations ought to 
be more W idespread, that they ought to be ona broader base. 

Don’t vou think that we, as a Congress, and the Commission, as a 
commission, ought to discourage as much as possible multiple own- 
ership f 

Mr. Kony. I believe this, Senator: that it weakens what we consider 
the most important thing, which we stated in the beginning of our tes- 
timony, that where you get more multiple ownership, that you get z “SS 
local representation on channels—in other words, if the “y are not owned 
wholly, but owned by some corporation, the more channels that are 
owned absentee, so to speak, the less you have of the interest within 
that community in promoting the welfare of that community. 

Locally owned stations, I think, are very desirable. 

Senator Pastore. You have already spotlighted that in your exhibit 
1. The people of New Jersey, so far as VHF are concerned, now must 
look entirely to television ownership in New York to tell them the 
kind of broadcasting programs they will get or will not get; isn’t that 
a fact? 

Mr. Koun. It is at the present time. 

Senator Pastore. I mean VHF now. 

Mr. Koun. That is correct. 

Senator Pastore. May I be excused, Mr. Chairman ! 

Senator Porrer. Yes: certainly. 

Senator Pasrore. Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. All right, Mr. Kohn. 

Mr. Kouwn. I don’t know whether I made the last sentence in ex- 
hibit 4 or not, but even if I have to make it—— 

Senator Porrer. Did you discuss exhibit 4? 

Mr. Koun. Exhibit 3. Excuse me. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Kouwn. I got myself confused here. 

Senator Porrer. I think you did. I think you were going to start 
with exhibit 4. 

Mr. Koun. That is the educational discussion we just had. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Koun. But in reference to the educational channels we do be- 
lieve that once again we see the absolute necessity of making certain 
that television in the UHF band survives. 

Exhibit 4: This exhibit seeks to show the answer to the question: 
Will there exist a monopoly if only the 12 channels in the VHF band 
are utilized ? 

We won't attempt to define monopoly, but we think the breakdown 
presented here brings out some startling and alarming facts. Shown 
in this table by population groupings are the first 115 markets in the 
United States and the number of VHF channel assignments, exclud- 
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ing educational, in each market. Here are the pertinent facts—and I 
think you can follow this very easily on this particular exhibit: 

(1) Only 6 markets have at least 4 VHF stations assigned. This is 
only 5.2 percent of the total of 115 markets. 

(2) Only these 6 markets can provide stations for ideal outlets for 
the 4 television networks. 

Senator Porrer. What was that? 

Mr. Koun. Only these 6 markets that you see that have 7 channels 
or 4 channels in this chart - 

Senator Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Koun. Can provide for each of the networks to have an outlet. 

(3) Twenty-five markets or 21.7 percent have only thre VHF 
channel assignments. 

That is in column 4 on the chart. 

Fifteen of these markets are among the first 25 largest markets in the 
United States. Obviously, 2 networks must share clearance time with 
1 of the stations in each of these markets. 

(4) Thirty-eight or 33 percent of the Nation’s first 115 markets will 
have but 2 television stations. 

I am afraid NBC and CBS have clear first mortgages in these 
markets. 

(5) Twenty-seven or 23.5 percent of the top 115 markets will have 
but 1 television outlet. Which networks get what in these markets is 
anybody’s guess. 

(6) Nin-teen or 16.5 percent of the top 115 markets will have no 
television outlets whatsoever. 

(7) Eighty-four or 73 percent of the Nation’s first 115 markets will 
have only 2, 1, or no television stations. There is little question that 
this country will have but 2 television networks if only the 12 channels 
in VHF are utilized. 

We think it quite axiomatic that no network can operate with only 
16 percent of the top 115 markets. 

Once again we see the absolute necessity of making certain that tele- 
vision in the UH F band survives. 

Having amply, we believe, established this premise, we would now 
like to present a three-point program of action which we think will 
assure a nationwide, truly competitive television system on an equit- 
able, fair, practical, workable basis. With the use of charts and over- 
lays, we would like to illustrate why each of these three procedures 
is necessary and should be adopted by the Commission; but, first, 
before any of these procedures are put into effect, we believe the fol- 
lowing important thing should be done: The Federal Communications 
Commission should immediately affirm that a crisis does indeed exist in 
the implementation of the nationwide, truly competitive television 
system which it envisaged in its Sixth Report and Order and, because 
such an emergency does exist, the Commission, in the public interest, 
is compelled to enter into certain rule-making decisions. 

Once this is done, then we suggest the following three-step plan : 

Senator Porrer. What rule-making decision do you mean? 

Mr. Kony. All of these would require that, sir. : 

Senator Porrer. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Koun. Step Number 1—— 

Senator Scuonpret. In other words, you do not think you would 
need new legislation to provide this change ? ‘ 
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Mr. Konun. I would not dare answer that question, Senator. Thatis 
for a lawyer to state specifically whether or not. : 

It would be my general impression, through two hearings before 
the Commission and what general knowledge I have, that there is 
enough power right now within the Commission, if it so deems, just 
as it did back in 1947 or 1948, when an emergency existed, to the 
extent of putting a freeze on that lasted for 4 years, that certainly 
it would have the power to do the steps that we propose here. 

Step No. 1. Power and antenna heights: : 

At the very heart of the UHF problem we believe is the excessive 
power and antenna heights granted to existing VHF stations, espe- 
cially in the major markets. 

It is our proposal that the Commission first enter into a rulemaking 
proceeding which would in effect fix new antenna heights and power 
requirements for VHF stations, looking toward confining the in- 
fluence of each signal to roughly its own metropolitan district area. 
This should not be a blanket requirement fixed by zones 1, 2, or 3 as is 
now contained in the Six report plan, but upon a market-by-market 
basis. 

If I may ad lib there, to us, you just can’t take the northeast and 
say the markets are alike and say that this antenna height and this 
power will apply to the whole market, because there are widely dis- 
persed areas. In the center of Pennsylvania we go for miles before 
you come near any population. 

Such a plan as we now propose would suggest that in the heavily 
populated areas of the northeast grade A and grade B contours would 
be considerably less than, for example, in the Far West, where per 
haps even greater power and higher antenna heights than are even 
now allowed should be granted, on a practical basis, to give service 
to the people. 

Let’s turn now to illustrations of exactly what we mean. 

Southeastern Pennsylvania encompasses the following markets, 
and this is a chart of the southeastern part of Pennsylvania. You see 
Maryland down here in the corner. ‘That is not an inset; that is a 
State line. 

Do you have a pointer there? 

[ would like, Mr. Chairman, if I may, to introduce my assistants 
here ; 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Koun. Mr. Strauss and Mr. Kohn, who are both directors 
of Penn-Allen and stockholders. 

Senator Porrer. You have three-fourths of your staff here? 

Mr. Koun. No; we have very wide representation on our board of 
directors, but only four on the staff. 

These markets are encompassed on the chart that you see before 
you: Allentown, Bethlehem, Easton, which is right in the center of 
the picture; Reading, which is just below it, to the southwest; Lan- 
caster, still going down to your left, following that line; Harrisburg; 
York; Philadelphia, right over here in the center; Wilmington, Del.: 
Dover, Del., down below; Atlantic City, over on the coast: and 
Trenton, N. J. 

Then, secondarily, up at the top of the picture: Wilkes-Barre ; 
ITazleton; Scranton. 


{8550—54 
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We do not mean to put them in a secondary position, except they 
are not included in that southeastern exhibit, on a fringe-area type. 

Senator Porrer. Would you identify also the difference between 
your red circles and your yellow circles a 

Mr. Koun. Yes, sir; I will do that now, if I may. 

This chart you have before you is our proposal of cutting antenna 
heights and power down to 20-mile radius for the grade A contour. 

I might say the red are VHF signals; the yellow UHF stations, 
signals, markets. / 

[f Philadelphia is cut back to that, to a 20-mile radius, it will include 
all of Philadelphia, its market. Its grade B signal will go beyond 
that 

These areas here are a 20-mile radius. 

We do not purport to get down ang say just how many kilowatts 
that would require, but certainly it can be ascertained easily with a 

lide rule. 

Now, we would like to show you what hap ypens With just dropping 
in there an overiay which shows Philade Iphia’s power right now, 
the power of the stations from Philadelphia. There are three VHF 
in Philadelphia. 

The purpose of this overlay is to show you—immediatel) within 
that ae circle you see a great deal of the yellow disappear; in other 
words, it is beginning to blacken out with just that alone. 

The blael < line around the red—— 

Senator Porrrr. Is that their present power ? 

Mr. Koun. That is their present power. 

That is a 46-mile, I believe. 

Actually plotting under the Commission, as we took their actual 
antenna height and power, it is 47 miles. We arbitrarily took 46 miles 
to represent the three stations that were in there. 

The black line outside the red circle shows the grade B contour 
or secondary signal covered. [Indicating.] That is Philadelphia. 

Now, there is one other, as you see in the small circle there, to the 
left of Philadelphia, Lancaster. There is one VHF station in Lan- 
easter, Pa. As you can see, there are nine UHF in that very same 
market. 

One VHF will blanket out all nine of those UHF. We would 
propose to cut that one back also, and we will go further with that 
city a little later. 

Now, let’s drop in the fringe signals, coming in from all the other 
V’s in the area. 

There is Baltimore, New York, and Binghamton, and the UHF 
stations sitting by themselves, like Fort Wayne does, which is the 
only one in the country not affected, practic: ally blanketed entirely out 
of the yr ure. 

This. we believe, is at the core of the problem, as to why UHF is 
not sebiitiy its conversions and is not getting its advertising because 
of the influence of these outside signals on high power and high 
antennas 

Senator Porrer. Are these UHF stations you have depicted in exist- 
ence or are they allocations ? 

Mr. Koun. Most of them are in existence. There are two in Harris- 
burg, one in Lebanon, under the Lancaster disk on the left. 

Let’s pick that up again, please. 
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Harrisburg has two stations, I think, on the air now. That is all 
right—right there. York has two stations on the air. Lebanon has 
one station on theair. Re ading has two stations on the air. 

Allentown has two, one of whic th is our assignment there. We hope 
to be on the air in the fall, de ~pending the ‘re is another assignment 
iy Allentown. ‘There is one on the air in Bethlehem. There is one on 
the air in Easton. 

In Trenton I don’t think anybody is going ahead with that particu- 
lar assignment, nor do I think possibly they will unless something is 
done. 

In Hazleton—it is just an assignment there. Wilkes-Barre and 
Scranton both have UHF on the air. I think all of them are taken 
now. 

Incidentally, WGAL-—TV in Lancaster has an application for maxi- 
mum power and antenna height before the Commission now, and it 
is being opposed by several UHF stations in that same area. I think 
that is still pending before the Commission. 

Now, by coincidence again, Mr. Chairman, we go up to Michigan. 

This shows what roughly—now, we are taking an arbitrary 20-mile 
radius of limiting signals in our plan generally. 

We spoke before that it should be based ona market to-market bas 
and which can easily—I won't say easily, but it can be worked out. 

There is what UHF and VHF looks like with their grade A signals 
limited to 20 miles. 

Now, I know somebody is coing to puncl . hole i In this and 
“Look at all the white areas that will have no signals. 

I assure you the grade B signals—you can see the fine yellow line 
around the whole thing. It re: lly sc allops the whole area. 

All of those areas in there w ill receive television service—at least to 
meet prior ity 1, which is one or more television services—I am sure. 

Let’s see what h: appens when we drop high power, high antenna 
height VHF into the picture. UHF practically disappears. There 
is Fort Wayne down there, sitting all by itself. Unfortunately, all of 
us can’t live in Fort Wayne. The black circle again, I would point 
out, are class B contours. That is a 46-mile—the same as we used in 
Philadelphia, 46-mile radius. The next area is another very congested 
area, the New England area. 

Iam sorry Senator Pastore has left. 

Senator Porri rk. Does this take care of Senator Pastore’s problem ? 

Mr. Korn. It does happen this is one of the very serious problems 
in the whole DHF. 

This is the WFMZ-TV proposal, a 20-mile radius, limiting the power 
and antenna heights to such equations as would produce a 20-mile 
grade A contour. 

Again, you can see that UHF would seem to have a very good oppor- 
tunity of developing under those circumstances. 

Let’s drop the VHF from existing B stations. 

These are existing VHF stations on the air, showing maximum, 
when they get to maximum power. I think some of them are already 
on maximum power and antenna height. Their grade B signals and 
grade A signals almost cover the whole area. Their grade B signals 
completely blanket the whole area there. We don’t have Kansas here. 

The next exhibit we prepared is to show this on a nationwide scale. 

Now, we don’t purport to say you can take any 20 miles and make 


ay, 
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circles like we have here of every allocation in the sixth report, that 
it should be a 20-mile radius. I want to make that very clear, but 
we do want to show it in relation to showing this plan through in its 
logical sequence so we won’t get confused with all kind of radii and 
so forth. 

Senator Porrer. It is your testimony it should be tailored to suit 
the marketing area ¢ 

Mr. Koun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Is that correct, in the community ? 

Mr. Konwn. Yes, sir. It substantially covers or blankets secondary 
markets, which by itself can support television, we would consider the 
Commission should consider that. 

Now, at this present time I believe I would be correct in saying the 
Commission only considers interference, technical interference, as a 
guide. We would perhaps carry it to the point of interference on a 
practical basis, that economics do enter into the picture of television. 

All of the red dots you see are VHF stations allocated in the sixth 
report and order, 20-mile radius of each. 

Senator Porrrer. Do I see a white space up there in the northern 
part of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan? That is my home. 

Wouldn't we ever get television under this plan? 

Mr. Konn. Yes, sir; I believe so. This is only the grade A contour. 
Grade B, of course, would extend out much further. 

Senator Scuorrret. Might I ask this question, Mr. Chairman. 

I don’t know about the technical side of this thing, except what I 
read and wonder about, and I get more confused all the time, but on 
that 20-mile radius, let’s say, what would happen if you got into some 
of these overlapping areas ? 

I presume we will have someone testifying in here as to interference, 
the interference phase of that, or would we have interference that 
would in reality cut you below 20, because it is a cinch this thing 
doesn’t go in square corners ? 

Mr. Koun. I am not an engineering expert, Senator, but I will say 
this: There was a time when that area, for instance, from Philadelphia 
didn’t go out any more than a grade A contour than that. For several 
years it a not. Now, when there are more channels, adjacent chan- 
nels, and so forth—as I pointed out before here, I think once an ob- 
jective—if this is a desirable objective, that there is an engineering way 
to figure it out. 

Senator Porrrer. I assume the answer to that question would be the 
realization of more channels. You wouldn’t run into the interference 
problem as much if you were limited to the UHF. 

Mr. Konn. That is the third step in our plan, sir. 

Now, we would like to point out just for a general picture and 
impression—we have taken and used a general service area of 60 miles, 
the influence of VHF stations in those—in other words, we have over- 
laid each red dot on the forms map at 20 miles; we have put in a 60- 
mile radius at this point for every VHF station. 

I think 60 sion is very conservative, to say the VHF station at 
maximum power and antenna height, their influence of the coverage of 
their station; and, as you can see, if you will just lift it up once more, 

about halfway, and then drop it again, your UHF, yellow stations, are 
practic med blanketed in the Northeast—in fact, east of the Mississippi. 

Now, this also illustrates that west of the Mississippi—and this is 
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why we think it should be done on a market-by-market basis—some 
of those circles out there in the Far West, in the Midwest, I think 
could very easily be a hundred tailen: with their influence, to make 
sure that ae «ly gets good competitive service. 

To make it a little easier—and we will skip through these other 
exhibits very dais ‘kly—what we have done is to take these various sec 
tions and to blow them up so you can see them more clearly. This is 
the same map you saw there, only taken in sections and b lown up by 
sections. This is the 20-mile radius. 

Now, let’s take that one down and show the effect of the 60-mile 
radius in blanketing out those same areas. Let’s move on to the 
Southeast. This is the 20-mile radius. 

Unfortunately, when they blew this one up, the yellow faded out on 
it: but it will show the 20 mile of the V’s, and we ean get a good com- 
parison of what 60 miles means on the V coverage, as far as blanketing 
all of those spaces is concerned. 

The b’s certainly do blanket practically all of this east of the Missis- 
sippl. 

This is the Far West. This is 20 miles—again using a 20-mile 
radius. 

I think this more graphically describes why you would have to have 
in the Far West much more power, maybe higher antenna heights than 
even now are prescribed. 

Now, let’s see 60 miles there. Sixty miles just doesn’t fill the areas 
out in that particular one. 

Now, let's go to just a pie chart, to Just sum up this whole antenna 
and power height situation. Let’s show it without the overlay first. 
This isa VHF station overlap in the first 50 markets, with a proposed 
36-mile grade B contour. That would be roughly a 20-mile orade A 
contour of what would be VHF and what would be UHF. 

In other words, 81 cities and towns would be covered by the VHF; 
170 cities and towns would be able to have UHF; UHF allocations, 
87; V’s, with a cutback in power and antenna heights, would allow 
152 UHF allocations. 

In terms of population, it is red 38 mile against the yellow or the U 
coverage of 40 mile. 

Now, drop the overlay over. 

This is VHF in those same 50 markets, with complete maximum 
power and antenna heights. 

In other words, we have washed out the entire—in those 50 markets 
we have washed out 250 cities and towns, 239 UHF allocations, and 
78,500,000 people that would get only V service if UHF does not 
dlevelop. 

We would like to give these—this is a summary of step No. 1 of 
WFMZ-TY’s three-point proposal of action, and we would like to give 
these following reasons for its adoption, and this means cutting back 
antenna and power heights: 

(1) The most important consideration which we have taken into 
account in proposing this plan is to allow television stations to survive 
in markets large enough to support them and thus insure that hun 
dreds more communities will have the vital element of local expres- 
sion. 

(2) Procedurally the most important thing which we believe is 
necessary at the present time is to half in its tracks the trend toward 
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deterioration of the television in the UHF markets, and immediately 
provide the stimulus that will start UHF on a fast recovery. Cutting 
ack powers and antenna heights of the VHF stations alone prevents 
the excessive VHF signal blanketing of nearly 300 UHF markets 
across the country. ' 

(3) We believe that this is an action for which the Commission 
already has sufficient legal powers, backed by legal precedent, to 
effectuate with the least possib ‘le delay. 

(4) It solves to a very great extent the present dilemma of achieving 
network program sources for a great many UHF stations. 

Obviously, if these signals from faraway VHF’s do not get into 
good-sized secondary markets, the networks are going to have to 
affiliate in those markets. 

(5) It would bring about in many of these UHF markets an almost 
overnight 100 percent conversion of sets to receive UHF signals. 

Step No. 2 in our plan—the relocation of certain present VHF 
assignments: 

This constitutes the second step in WFMZ-TV’s three-point plan 
for a nationwide, truly competitive television system. 

One ef the basic errors we believe in the philosop hy of the sixth 
report was to assume that the hundred-odd prefreeze stations should 
control the whole basis for assignments in their given areas. Thus, 
those w ho received uncontested grants before the freeze aoe assured 
that no matter what better plan might be devised, nevertheless their 
rohts would not be affected. 

L might add there if we had not been contested we would have one 
of those prefreeze stations, but we were in a hearing—we had gone 
completely through hearings—for a VHF channel in our area. and 
about a month after the hearings closed, before a decision was handed 
down, the freeze went into effect, the VITF was washed out and 4 
UHF’s pla ed in place of that 1VHF. 

With that, we don’t quarrel. Four stations are better in that area 
than one st: ation by ee would have been. 

Some 30 VIIF stations were, it is true, required to change from 
one VHF cham a7 to another, but none was asked to take a UHF 
channel in place of its VHF. Even if in the interest of better assign- 
ment tl Ss should have been clone. 

That, of course, was a dilemma in the New York situation. There 
were seven on the air. So, you had to start there, and that made a 
scarcity of channels all through that section there. 

We would like to suggest that, however belated this action is now, 
that it be done anyhow, and we would like to illustrate why this action 
is so important and so related to the present problem of UHLF develop- 
ment—and this will take a very short minute. 

In other words, we refer back again to 1 VHF station sitting in 
Lancaster, with 9 UHF’s right in the same market. 

You might consider that the same market. 

You take that out, move that VHF down to Philadelphia; you give 
4 to Philadelphia, which is the least ideal for 4 network outlets; give 
Lancaster a UHF that is already sitting in Philadelphia that will not 
be used, we are quite certain, and you have U’s in that area compet- 
ing against U's, and you have La s in the Philadelphia area competing 
against V’s. Certainly that is, I think, equal opportunity for all sta- 
tions. 
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Cnce step No. 2 of our three-point plan is effectuated—incidentally, 
we know that can be done, but we will not take the time here. These 
exhibits are both in the back here. We will leave these exhibits with 
the committee, if they want them, for future study rather than take 
the time here to go through all of those other markets, to show by mov- 
ing one V which has been already allocated present V’s would clear 
up a whole new market for VHF that was already predominantly V. 

Senator Porrer. It would take quite a bit of capital to make that 
move, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Konn. Yes, sir. Somebody has to get hurt if we are going to 
have television on a nationwide basis, at least in our opinion. 

I am sure that those that have present V’s that would have to give 
them up would be in a position of where other V’s wold take the equip 
ment with them, and they would have to get a UHF transmitter just 
as those in the U’s are purchasing UHF. 

I have just a slight bit more to say on that particular thing. 

Once point 2 of our three-point plan is effectuated, the Nation will 
be divided essentially in VHF markets with V’s competing against 
V’s—and UHF markets with U’s competing against U’s 

There is also another very important reason for this action. It 
will allow, in our opinion, for possibly at least four VHF stations in 
many of the major markets, thus bringing out the important objec 
tive of preserving now insofar as regulation is possible the future 4 
instead of 2 competing networks. 

We anticipate that those VHF stations affected will object very 
strenuously to this action. However, competition on an equal, fair 
basis with other stations in the same areas constitutes in our opinion 
equal opportunity as it is known within the free enterprise system. 

In that particular city of Lancaster, if there is going to be one VITF 
and never any other television, in the public interest I think whatever 
financial loss is taken there is small compared to the service that is 
going to be lost to a great number of people. 

Point No. 3—Gradual evolution of all television stations to the UHF 
band: | 

Point 3 of WFMZ-TV’s three-point plan looks to the general aims 
and purposes of plans submitted previously by other witness before 
this committee. This means a reallocation procedure which would 
in a given period of time bring all television into the 70 channels of 
the UHF band. 

{ ecifically, point 3 of our plan proposes : 

) Within a reasonable time, subject to procurement of necessary 
sniiled all VHF stations begin simulcasting on both VHF and 
UHF frequencies—the UHF frequency being determined by a new 
allocation plan for the whole country utilizing the 70 channels of the 
UHF band. 

We suggest the period of simuleasting be in effect for a period of 
of 5 years, at the end of which time all telec “asting would revert to 
the UHF band. 

There has been much said about shifting television to UHF. We 
do not want to repeat any of it except to assert a strong opinion that 
it ean be done and that it will producee a nationwide, truly compe- 
tive television system. 

We made a preliminary research study of the Nation’s first 100 
markets to find out just how many UHF assignments would be re- 
quired to— 
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(a) Replace the present VHF assignments already there; and 

(6) Make a total of at least 4 UHF assignments in the largest 
markets and at least 3 UHF assignments in the secondary markets. 

Because we were so surprised ourselves at the small number of UHEF 
assignments required to accomplish this, we thought it material to 
make this study available to the committee. You will find it labeled 
as exhibit 12. 

That is the last exhibit in the book. 

What we have done here is to take the present assignments in 
both VHF and UHF and show the number of UHF’s necessary to 
replace VHF’s in the same market and the additional ber of 

place s in the same market and the additional number o 
UHF’s that would be required to achieve a competitive situation in 
that market. 

Please note that a total of only 85 UHF assignments are necessary 
to replace VHF assignments in the same market, that is, in the first 
100 markets, and that an additional 81 UHF assignments will ac- 
complish the competitive 4 and 3 stations per market so highly de- 
sirable. 

There are over 1,300 UHF assignments now made in the UHF 
band. <A total of only 165 assignments in the Nation’s first 100 mar- 
kets will accomplish the changeover to UHF on a good competitive 
basis; and, if you noticed, we included in that the educational allo- 
cations also. So, that would not be changed. The same places that 
have educational channels now would continue to have them. 

May we conclude our testimony now by pleading with the commit- 
tee to keep uppermost in its mind this one through: The Commis- 
sion’s present position with its present plan is based upon “ a hope 
that the UHF band will be fully utilized”—-the plan we have pre- 
sented here is based upon facts already known. 

We submit that in a matter so vitally important as a nationwide, 
truly competitive television system is to the future growth and wel- 
fare of this country it should not be left hanging in the balance upon 
such a precarious, unknown quantity as hope but should be decided 
upon facts that are here present 1n great numbers. 

This thought becomes even more urgent when it is known now that 
there can be a nationwide, truly competitive television system with- 
in the 70-channel UHF band. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Kohn, I have a letter here from Chris Witting, 
president of Westinghouse, and I would like to read you four para- 
graphs, and have you comment on the contents thereof : 

It has been proposed to require all VHF stations to now reduce their existing 
coverage area to avoid overlap of a nearby UHF station. This would result in 
inestimable damage not only to the stations but to the members of the public 
living in the present service areas. For instance, if the coverage area of channel 
4 in Washington, D. C., were so reduced, thousands of citizens living in Hagers- 
town, Md., and in the surrounding area would be denied service they have been 
enjoying and relying upon for so many years. 

These citizens (and those in any other similar community in the United States) 
have a right to, and will demand, a freedom of choice among multiple-program 
sources. Since Hagerstown has been assigned only one channel (and it certainly 
could not support more than two), it is clear that additional programs to permit 
freedom of choice (and a competitive broadcasting system) must come from out- 
side areas. This service can best be furnished by the existing VHF channels 
located in cities large enough to support multiple program sources. The effect of 
this reduction of service area proposal on rural America would, to us, be com- 


parable to suddenly denying them radio service by requiring all clear-channel 
broadcasting stations to reduce power to the equivalent of a local station, 
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If the principle be established that the coverage of the VHF stations in Wash- 
ington is limited to eliminate overlap with the UHF station in Hagerstown, then 
it follows that the UHF station allocated to Frederick, Md., just must be limited 
to prevent overlap with the UHF station allocated to Hagerstown. Under such a 
philosophy the citizens of Washington would receive four competing services, the 
citizens of Frederick and Hagerstown, respectively, would each receive a single 
service, and the vast rural audience living between these cities would be denied 
any service. 

Furthermore, such a philosophy is physically impractical in a situation like 
Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton, Pa. Two stations have been allocated to 
Allentown, one to Bethlehem and one to Easton, Pa. Under the present plan this 
should afford 4 competing services to the residents of all 3 cities and the rural 
areas surrounding them. It seems to us inconceivable that anyone could seriously 
propose that the coverage areas of these stations be so reduced as not to overlap 
(assuming that this was physically possible) thereby reducing Bethlehem and 
Easton to a single service and Allentown to two services. 

The theory becomes even more untenable when we realize that most cities in 
the United States have been allocated but a single television channel and in the 
whole State of New Hampshire only 1 city gets more than 1 and in the State of 
New Jersey only 2 cities get more than 1 channel. The public interest lies in the 
direction of making every effort possible to increase the coverage of each station. 

This was submitted by Westinghouse, and I would like to have your 
comment on that. It’s a question you brought up in your testimony. 

Mr. Koun. I hope Westinghouse in the forepart of the letter gave 
us credit. 

I sat with one of their officials and outlined exactly what I was 
going to testify on here before we even came, so it would give them 
a chance to re ply. 

I think we have answered in great part, Mr. Witting’s letter, and 
that is that we propose it on a market by market basis. 

If I may take our own market, for instance, there is no thought 
whatsoever that Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton would not over- 
lap signals. There should not be. That is the same market, and that 
means there would be four network sources in that market, but for 
Philadelphia, to cover the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton market, so 
that no UHF develops up there, if I may go back to the first part of 
my testimony, cities like Allentown that would have no means of local 
expression, simply because Philadelphia is afraid they will not get 
9 or 10 signals rather than 4 or 5, to me does not stand up under the 
basis of fair judgment. 

The second thought there is that we are not proposing they will 
not get service from Philadelphia. We are just proposing they will 
get approximately what they did get when television started out in 
that area, and in our area people put up hundred-foot antennas, 
thousands of them, to just bring in a snowstorm, but even then they 
invested in sets and very costly antennas to bring in the fringe area 
reception before it went on high power. 

Now, what we have in our area is a noise-free picture, just as though 
it were sitting in our own backyard, and that occurs all over the U nited 
States. 

I think what has to be weighed here is to whether or not if Phila- 
delphia comes down reg: irdless of how mi uny arguments they will find 
about this injuring the» public, that surely the Commission envisioned 
in their own report that everybody eventually was going to have UHF 
sets, and that they’re not going to take away a service, that they will 
get service, at least, to meet priority one, that they have in their re- 
port, and as far as the people having to invest to get the service, we 
thought we could expect—or the Commission really thought in its 
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philosophy of issuing the report that would one day go 100 percent 
conversion in our market, so that we could compete in all the homes, 
instead of just what it is now, that be on the air now there for over 
a year, and only about 20 percent of the sets converted. 

Senator Porrer. If the manufacturers of television receivers should 
come out with all channel tuners as a standard part of their 
equipment, wouldn’t that alleviate a lot of the difficulties that you 
encounter today ¢ 

Mr. Koun. Mr. Chairman, I seem to recall that UHF-VHF sets 
are backing up in warehouses. They’re not being sold, that the pro- 
duction is exceeding the demand for them and, therefore, I just don’t 
think they are going to put them on until they see some evidence that 
UHF is going to 

Senator Porrer. Supposing they were put on as a requirement. 
I think now they have to—don’t they have to get a permit from the 
Commission in order to make sure to meet certain standards ? 

Mr. Konn. Mr. Chairman 

Chairman Hypr. Not for the receiver. 

Senator Porrer. Not for the receiver. 

Chairman Hypr. We are concerned with those receivers which have 
radiation characteristics, but our authority over the receiver extends 
only in that area of preventing interference. 

Senator Porrer. Just suppose by a strike of magic that all new re- 
ceivers from here on in contained this all-channel tuner; wouldn’t 
that be a big help, so that the person owning a receiver today could 
tune in ona UHF as wellasa VHF station ? 

Mr. Konn. Well, may I say this, Mr. Chairman : 

In our area there isn’t a receiver being sold today that isn’t a com- 
bination set, and in the controls. I mean one of our stations, at least, 
is in serious trouble up there in that area, and I don’t know about 
how it would develop in Allentown. It’s going to take a lot of reas- 
sessment before you go ahead with things the w: ay they look today 
from the resistance of the national advertiser to the program sources 
and all of the things which you have heard so much about already. 
I don’t want to go into them, but I think ultimately that this ¢ ommittee 
and the Commission has to decide whether or not 12 channels are going 
to be the television service that we have, and I don’t think that throw- 
ing bones in the form of the sets, and so forth, is the real, crucial 
heart of this prob lem with UHF., 

I iar it goes into many very serious things, and this overlap one, 
we think, is at the very core of it. We think that would start immedi- 
ately, even if it were known it were being considered, it would change 
the psychology that is sweeping the television industry in that U HF 
is going out of existence, and we know from our FM experience that 
it’s a long, hard road climbing back up again. 

Senator Porrer. Well, Mr. Kohn, let me congratulate you for mak- 
ing an excellent presentation, and a very graphic one. I have gained 
much information from your statement. 

Mr. Koun. Thank you. I wish I could have done it better for you. 

Senator Porrer. You have no need for apology. It was well done. 

At this point in the record we will insert Mr. Kohn’s complete pre- 
pared statement, together with the exhibits submitted. (Various 
exhibits not reproduced are in the official files of the committee.) 
Without objection, it may be inserted at this point. 
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(The material is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF RAYMOND F. KOHN, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF TRF 
PENN-ALLEN BROADCASTING Co., ALLENTOWN, PA. 


My name is Raymond F. Kohn, and I reside at 1411 Hamilton Street, Allentown, 
Pa. I am president and general manager of the Penn-Allen Broadcasting Co 
of Allentown, Pa., licensee of WFMZ, an IF'M-only broadcast station, and con 
struction permittee of WFMZ-TV, a UHF authorization for channel 67 im 
Allentown. 

Two weeks ago at the NARTB Convention in Chicago we heard a great deal 
about free enterprise and eloquent warnings about the grave consequences of 
running to Congress for more regulation. May I say to the members of this 
committee, with all sincerity we are not here asking for more regulations but 
corrective regulation. My company believes, and we think with abundant justi- 
fication, that there is before this committee and the Nation a grave question 
as to whether or not we shall have a truly competitive nationwide system of 
television. We do not think our purpose in appearing here is based solely on seek 
ing a “transfusion by cutting the throats of others’—~as one keynote speaker 
at the convention implied. We are certain that this committee, in hearing our 
comments, will judge them as they apply to the welfare of all the people of this 
country and not just a few in Allentown, Pa. We do think that we have some 
constructive information to offer and a suggested possible procedure of action 
that is worthy of serious consideration and study. 

We humbly believe that the experiences of our 7 years of operating an FM 
only broadcast station allows us a small measure of validity in speaking on the 
subject that is before this committee. Contrary to the Commission’s expressed 
view in the sixth report we are here to say that we find an alarming similarity 
in many, Many respects with this UHF problem which the development of FM 
faced and is still facing. Practically all of the elements of difficulty in UHF 
which have been repeated over and over by other witnesses in previous testimony 
here were and still are present in FM—the problems of conversion, program 
sources, advertiser resistamce, especially on the national level, lack of good 
receivers at competitive AM costs, and many others. 

But we do not intend to burden the record with a recital of those experiences 
for it is not our purpose here to weaken the cause of objectivity by playing on 
the sympathetic heartstrings of the members of this committee fesides, if we 
may say with equal parts of humor and sobriety, we are somewhat afraid that 
we might destroy the credulity of our whole testimony by relating a 7-year FM 
saga which we know you would find exceedingly difficult to believe—true as it is 

Suffice it to say, and we do not mean this to be facetious, we are quite convinced 
that, if the members of the Commission could have lived with us through our expe- 
riences in FM, there would have been no need for this hearing on UHF The 
whole philosophy incorporated in the sixth report and order might well have 
been a different one—a more realistic one, 

We cannot add to the record any experiences in operating a UHF station since 
we are not yet on the air. We are, I would say, about $100,000 along in con 
struction with long-term commitments amounting to about 4 times that much 
which we hope we shall have the satisfaction of honoring in full. As I sit here, 
I can hear the distant “Amens” to that statement being uttered by our 250 stock 
holders, almost all of whom reside in and around Allentown, Pa I am more 
aware of the pleadings of over a half million Lehigh Valley residents who, I am 
certain, would approve of the statements which we are making here today, were 
all the facts made clear to them. 

Before we present what we believe is a sound and workable approach to the 
UHF dilemma we would like to bring out briefly, and emphasize with all the 
vigor at our command, one aspect of this problem that, in our opinion, should 
have precedence over all other considerations. It has been touched upon in 
other testimony, but has not yet been given the emphasis it surely deserves. 
We refer to the two words “local expression.”” The Commission, in its sixth 
report, gives local expression priority 2, thereby recognizing itself the extreme 
importance of achieving the goal of as many outlets for local expression as can 
be possibly attained. In complete contradiction the philosophy of the sixth 
report and its implementation since bids well to make mockery of that most 
desirable goal. We shall prove this point in just a moment. 

From the New England town meeting down to today the opportunity for a 
community to have the facilities to express itself has been a vital factor in pre- 
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serving our ideals of democracy. Never has the urgency been greater than it 
is today to do everything in our power to perpetuate the processes of local ex- 
pression. Time was when the great fourth estate—the newspaper industry— 
was a highly competitive business, much for the good of the community and the 
Nation. Today we are witnessing the extinction of competition in the news- 
paper field even in great cities like Washington, St. Louis, Atlanta and others. 
The medium and smaller cities now either have but one newspaper or through 
merger or sale competing newspapers come under common ownership. We 
think it is uniformly admitted by all thinking people that this loss of competi- 
tion is undesirable and leaves a vacuum in the communications field that we 
should strive, if at all possible, to fill. 

Congress is powerless to stop the trend of monopoly in newspapers, but it can, 
through an agency of Government already in existence and under compulsion 
of an act already. spelled out, help to fill the vacuum referred to above by pre- 
serving the powerful, impartial voice of television in the hundreds of cities 
across this Nation which can and will support local television—if it is but given 
a reasonable chance to put down its roots. 

In a world fighting for its survival now—today—the Commission’s reference 
to a nationwide competitive system of television in terms of “will eventually” 
or “the long range” leaves us singularly and particularly cold. An “eventual” 
television station in Allentown (presuming there would be one, which is a pre- 
sumption we cannot bring ourselves to accept) will be no better than the one 
that can be operating this September—bringing a new, fresh, and vital force of 
self-expression to a community which it needs—and which it so rightfully deserves. 

Local ownership, integration of local ownership with management, and per- 
formance of local responsibility in programs geared to the needs of the com- 
munity which a station serves is one of the very foundations of judgment used 
by the Commission in granting and renewing television and radio licenses. No 
other factors in the preparation and presentation of testimony and exhibits for 
a competitive hearing before the Commission receive so much careful and 
emphatic attention by Washington’s specialized, high-priced attorneys as those 
which could be summed up in the two words “local expression.” No other phrase 
is so familiar to broadcasters, attorneys, Commissioners and the whole FCC staff 
as “the public interest, convenience and necessity.” 

With this emphasis we heartily agree, wholeheartedly agree, and it is to help 
preserve this emphasis that we are now appearing before this committee. We 
think it pertinent but not material to this controversy who utilizes what channels 
but that all channels necessary to a nationwide, truly competitive system be 
utilized. To achieve this objective a fair and proper climate must be provided 
so that television, on the local level, shall have a reasonable chance to grow in 
all communities across this Nation wherever the economic soil is rich enough 
to nurture it 

May we define briefly what, in our opinion, a local television station means 
to Allentown and our communities around Allentown? We use Allentown merely 
as an example and we know you will keep in mind that there are hundreds of 
Allentowns across the Nation to which each of our thoughts are equally applicable. 

1. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity for our churches to spread 
their influence beyond the portals of church doors, There are over 90 churches in 
the city of Allentown alone. Why should the ministers, the choirs, and the con- 
gregations of these churches be deprived of the opportunity to use this powerful 
new medium of expression? 

2. It means a heretofore unprecedent opportunity for our educational system 
to have the means of spreading education beyond the portals of the school build- 
ings. It means opportunity in the most graphic way yet devised to acquaint 
parents and taxpayers with the methods and curriculum being used to educate 
their children. It means opportunity to use the trained minds and special 
talents of teachers and school administrators on programs designed for the 
welfare and enlightenment of the whole community. 

3. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity for the promotion of the 
activities and objectives of all our local public service institutions: the Com- 
munity Chest, the Red Cross, the Medical Society, the Good Shepherd Home for 
Crippled Children, the Boys’ Club, Little League Baseball, dozens of others. 

4. It means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity to provide facilities for 
the enlightenment of the people before they go to the polls to yote. Television, 
as has been amply proved, has a peculiar knack for searching out sincerity, 
exposing insincerity. The face betrays many a fact that the mind and the 
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voice would try to hide. We think the members of this committee would be the 
first to agree that the caliber of local governments in the thousands of com- 
munities across the Nation ultimately decides the caliber of government and its 
servants in the Nation’s Capital. And perhaps it is too obvious to mention the 
power and impact of television as a medium of expression for local issues: the 
new city tax; scandal in the police department; should the monument in the 
square be moved to West Park; the annexation of Lower Salisbury Township 
to the city; the new sewer project proposed for the West End. None of these 
issues are world-shattering—none of them interest anyone beyond the confines 
of each of the thousands of communities in which they occur, but wrapped up 
in them is the cumulative basic worth of a whole country, the essence of the 
vitality which makes our democratic ideals work. 

5. Television in our community means a heretofore unprecedented opportunity 
to promote the economic good of our area. The ability of our local and regional 
merchants to advertise their products and services is not only essential but 
necessary. No one argues television’s ability to sell goods and services. Why 
deprive our town and hundreds of others of the economic benefits of this new 
medium? And the irony of this whole situation is that for years now the 
merchants in our town have indeed had to compete against merchants in Phila- 
delphia who, through high power televison seek and do effectively draw business 
away from Allentown, and without local television our merchants do not now have 
and may never have a fair chance to retaliate against this outside city advantage. 

There are Many, many more things that television Means to a community 
for a television station should and can be at the very center of every activity— 
the sounding board and the mirror of a community’s whole personality. 

We submit to this committee that the importance of preserving, in hundreds of 
communities, the element of local expression is alone enough, in itself, without 
any of the other considerations, to cause all concerned to work not against each 
other but together to find a practical and workable way to arrest and reverse 
the present tragic downward trend toward extinction of television in the 
CHF band. 

And may I add here what sounds like a facetious note, but really isn’t? There 
are three powerful VHF stations in the city of Philadelphia which purport to 
render “television service” to our community of more than half a million people. 
I say to them now that if each of these stations will submit a written state- 
ment, duly subscribed and sworn to, to this committee or the Commission, say- 
ing that they do solemnly promise to provide as many local programs, with 
local Allentown people participating, as WI‘ MZ-TV has already promised under 
oath to do, and in the same desirable time periods, then we will here and now 
tear up our testimony and retire to the sidelines to watch with bated breath the 
greatest phenomena that has yet occurred in the history of broadcasting. 

The exhibits which we will now present for the committee’s information were 
prepared by 4 people, which is the entire present staff of our company, in a 
period of approximately 3 weeks of admittedly somewhat concentrated effort. 
No expert lawyers or engineers had anything to do with them. We realize this 
statement would seem to weaken or even destroy our case, but before we finish, 
we hope to establish that just the opposite will be true. For we believe with the 
very deepest sense of conviction that there is a solution to this problem and that 
it will be founded, not upon the evidence of the cold, ever-conflicting arguments 
of the slide rule boys or the legal clamorings of those who will try to find solace 
in the Constitution, but upon the inherent practical, good commonsense of this 
committee, the Commission, and all those whose sense of public interest lies 
above self, and whose vision allows them to see the tremendous importance of a 
television system which best serves the growth and ideals of this country and its 
160 million people. Once the objective is set, the goal defined, the engineering 
slide rules can turn out the technical answers to make it work. Even to the lay- 
man the present allocation plan contained in the sixth report is not above 
critical analysis—surely it cannot be an only solution upon which future develop- 
ment of television must live or die. It must not be forgotten that adoption of 
this very same sixth report was not unanimous, it had bipartisan dissent, by a 
Republican member and by a Democratic member of the Commission. 

We have taken the approach of an average person tryiag hard to exercise 
practical commonsense. With all humility and due respect for those experts 
who label this problem “apparently unfathomable,” we enter a small but vigor- 
ously dissenting voice. 

Our first series of exhibits are planned in logical sequence to answer the fol 
lowing questions: 
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1. Just what is the present allocation plan and how does it break down in 
terms of assignments to each of the 48 States? 

2. What is the service provided by (a) the VHF assignment and (b) the UHF 
assignments in terms of comparative service? 

3. What happens if television in the UHF band does not develop? or, put an- 
other way, what kind of service will we have if only the 12 channels in the VHF 
band are utilized? (@) Commercial channels; (0) educational channels. 

Hehibit No, 1.—This is a State by State breakdown of the number of commercial 
VHF assignments allocated, the number of cities in each State to which these 
VHF assignments are made, the number of educational VHF assignments made 
to each State, the number of UHF assignments allocated to each State together 
with the number of cities in which these UHF assignments are made, and, the 
number of UHF educational channels assigned by the sixth report to each State. 

[t does not take much study before one realizes that there is a serious scarcity 
of VHF channels allocated to most of the States and that Statewide television 
coverage can be best accomplished by use of the UHF band. 

behibit No. 2.—This exhibit graphically illustrates what we mean by scarcity 
of VHF channels. Six States have allocations of VHF channels in but one city, 
a total of six. These same 6 States have among them UHF assignments in 29 
cities This table does not include educational assignments.) Three States 
have VHF assignments in but 2 cities, or a total of 6, as compared to total assign- 
ments in the UHF band in 29 communities. One State, Kentucky (ranked six- 
teenth in population), has but 8 VHF cities and 27 UHF community assignments. 
Che fourth most populous State in the country, Ohio, has VHF allocated to only 
» cities, yet there are assignments in the UHF band for 36 cities and towns. Our 
own State of Pennsylvania has but 7 cities assigned VHF channels, yet has 33 
UHF cities and towns. 

There are 33 States listed in this exhibit and all 33 have 8 or less cities as- 
signed VHF channels. If UHF television does not develop, 33 out of the 48 States 
must be content to be served by 8 or less VHF cities each; 165 cities will be all 
that can bring service to 70 percent of the States of the Union. By comparison, 
there are UHF channels assigned to 681 cities and towns in these some 33 States. 

If intermixture will not work, the question of which band, VHF or UHF, should 
be retained is rendered almost academic by these comparisons alone. 

Prhibit No. 38—This is an analysis of the assignments made for educational, 
noncommercial stations. The Commission seems to be in unanimous agreement 
that these assignments are both desirable and necessary. But let’s take a look at 
what happens to educational television if UHF does not become a successful real- 
ity. Fifteen States, with a 1950 census populatior of almost 54 million people—35 
percent of the Nation’s entire population—will have no educational television at 
all And ironically enough, many of these States are the wealthy ones which 
might be expected to best be able to support educational outlets. We cannot re- 
sist pointing out to the members of this committee also that among these 15 
States are Michigan, Nebraska, and Rhode Island. Fifteen more States with a 
population of 38,708,778 will have but 1 educational outlet each and 12 addi- 
tional States with 46,573,883 people will have but 2 educational channels each. 
The cumulative total adds up to but 39 educational outlets in 42 States whose 
total population represents 92 percent of the population of the entire United 
States. Well over 200 of the assignments made by the Commission for educa 
tional television would “go by the board.” We are sure that this prospect is as 
painful to the Commission as it is to us. 

Once again we see the absolute necessity of making certain that television in 
the THF band survives 

Exhibit No. 4 This exhibit seeks to show the answer to the question, “Will 
there exist a monopoly if only the 12 channels in the VHF band are utilized?” 
We won't attempt to define monopoly, but we think the breakdown presented 
here brings out some startling and alarming facts. Shown in this table by 
population oe nee are the first 115 markets in the United States and the 
number of VHF channel assignments (excluding educational) in each market. 
Here are the pertinent facts: 

1. Oey 6 markets have at least 4 VHF stations assigned. This is only 5.2 
percent of the total of 115 markets. 

2. Only * the se 6 markets can provide stations for ideal outlets for the 4 tele- 
vision networks. 

8. 25 markets or 21.7 percent have only 3 VHF channel assignments; 15 
of these markets are among the first 25 largest markets in the United States. 
Obviously, 2 networks must share clearance time with one of the stations in 
each of these markets 
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4. 38 or 33 percent of the Nation’s first 115 markets will have but 2 tele- 
vision stations. NBC and CBS have clear first mortgages in these markets. 

5. 27 or 23.5 percent of the top 115 markets will have but one television out- 
let. Which networks get what in these markets is anybody’s guess 

6. 19 or 16.5 percent of the top 115 markets will have no television outlets 
whatsoever. 

7. 84 or 73 percent of the Nation’s first 115 markets will have only 2, 1 or 
no television stations. There is little question that this country will have but 
2 television networks if only the 12 channels in VHF are utilized. 

Once again we see the absolute necessity of making certain that television 
in the UHF band survives. 

Having amply, we believe, established this premise, we would now like to 
present a three-point program of action which will assure a nationwide, truly 
competitive television system on an equitable, fair, practical, workable basis. 

With the use of charts and overlays, we would like to illustrate why each 
one of these three procedures is necessary—and should be adopted by the Com- 
mission. But before any of these procedures are put into effect, we believe the 
following important thing should be done: The Federal Communications Com- 
mission should immdiately affirm that a crisis does exist in the implementation 
of the nationwide, truly competitive television system which it envisaged in 
its sixth report and order, and because such an emergency does exist, the Com- 
mission, in the public interest, is compelled to enter into certain rulemaking 
decisions. 

Once this is done, then we suggest the following three-step plan: 


1. POWER AND ANTENNA HEIGHTS 


At the very heart of the UHF problem we believe is the excessive power and 
antenna heights granted to existing VHF stations, especially in major markets. 
It is our proposal that the Commission first enter into a rulemaking proceeding 
which would in effect fix new antenna heights and power requirements for 
VHF stations, looking towards confining the influence of each signal to roughly 
its own metropolitan district area. This should not be a blanket requirement 
fixed by zone 1, 2 or 3 as is now maintained in the six report plan, but upon 
would be considerably less than, for example, in the Far West, where perhaps 
in the heavily populated areas of the Northeast grade A and grade B contours 
a market by market basis. Such a plan as we now propose would suggest that 
even greater power and higher antenna heights than are even now allowed 
should be granted. Let’s turn now to illustrations of exactly what we mean: 

I. Southeastern Pennsylvania encompassing the following markets: Allen- 
town-Bethlehem-Easton, Reading, Lancaster, Harrisburg, York, Philadelphia, 
Wilmington, Del., Dover, Del., Atlantic City, N. J., Trenton, N. J.; and second- 
arily, Wilkes-Barre, Hazleton, Scranton. ‘ 

(a) WFMZ-TYV plan using a limitation to 20-mile radius for grade A con- 
tours, 

(b) The same area showing influence of Philadelphia VHF coverage on maxi- 
mum power and antenna heights (46-mile radius grade A contour ) 

(c) The same area showing influence of Philadelphia VHF’s plus one VHF 


grant at Lancaster, Pa.—assuming maximum power and antenna height (applica 
tion for maximum power and antenna height by WGAL-—TYV, Lancaster, is now 
before the Commission and is being opposed by several UHF stations in that 


general area.) 

(d) The same area showing influence of VHF signals from Philadelphia, Lan 
caster, Baltimore, New York, Binghamton 

II. Application of WFMZ-TY plan as illustrated in the lower Michigan, upper 
Ohio and Indiana area. 

III. Application of the WFMZ-TYV plan to the Massachusetts-Rhode Island- 
Connecticut area. 

IV. Application of the WFMZ-TYV plan to the Northeastern, Middle Atlantic 
and North Central States of the United States 

V. Application of the WFMZ-TYV plan to the Southeastern and South Central 
States of the United States. 

VI. Application of the WFMZ-TYV plan to the States west of the Mississippi. 
Summary of point 1 of WFMZ-TV’s 3-point proposal of action 

We would like to give these following reasons for its adoption : 

1. The most important consideration which we have taken into account in 
proposing this plan is to allow television stations to survive in markets large 
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enough to support them and thus insure that hundreds more communities will 
have the vital element of “‘local expression.” 

2. Procedurally the most important thing which we believe is necessary at 
the present time is to halt in its tracks the trend toward deterioration of 
television in the UHF markets, and immediately provide the stimulus that will 
start UHF on a fast recovery. Cutting back powers and antenna heights of 
the VHF stations alone uncovers excessive VHF signal blanketing of nearly 300 
UHF markets across the country. 

3. We believe that this is an action for which the Commission already has 
suflicient legal powers, backed by legal precedent, to effectuate with the least 
possible de! iV. 

4. It solves to a very great extent the present dilemma of achieving network- 
program sources for a great many UHF stations. 

5. It would bring about in many of these UHF markets an almost overnight 
100 percent conversion of sets to receive UHF signals. 


2. RELOCATION OF CERTAIN PRESENT VHF ASSIGNMENTS 


This constitutes the second step in WFMZ-TY’s three-point plan for a nation- 
wide, truly competitive television system. 

One of the basic errors we believe in the philosophy of the sixth report was 
to assume that the hundred-odd prefreeze stations should control the whole 
basis for assignments in their given areas. Thus those who received uncon- 
tested grants were assured that no matter what better plan might be devised, 
nevertheless their rights would not be affected. Some 30 VHF stations were, it 
is true, required to change from one VHF channel to another, but none were 
asked to take a UHF channel in place of their VHF’s—even if in the interest 
of better assignments, this should have been done, 

We would like to suggest that however belated this action is now that it be 
done anyhow—and we would like to illustrate why this action is so important 
and so related to the present problem of UHF development. 

Once point II of our three-point plan is effectuated, the Nation will be divided 
essentially in VHF markets with V’s competing against V’s—and UHF markets 
with U’s competing against U’s. 

There is also another very important reason for, this action. It will allow, 
in our opinion, for possibly at least 4 VHF stations in many of the major mar- 
kets, thus bringing out the important objective of preserving now insofar as 
regulation is possible the future of 4 instead of 2/competing networks. 

We anticipate that those VHF stations affected will object very strenuously 
to this action—however competition on an equal, fair basis with other stations 
in same areas constitutes in our opinion equal opportunity as it is known within 
the free enterprise system. 


GRADUAL EVOLUTION OF ALL TELEVISION STATIONS TO THE UHF BAND 


Point 3 of WEMZ-TYV’s 3-point plan looks to the general aims and purposes 
of plans submitted previously by other witnesses before this committee. This 
means a reallocation procedure which would in a given period of time bring al! 
television into the 70 channels of the UHF band. 

Specifically, point three of our plan proposes: 

1. Within a reasonable time subject to procurement of necessary equipment 
all VHF stations begin simulcasting on both VHF and UHF frequencies—the 
UHF frequency being determined by a new allocation plan for the whole country, 
utilizing the 70 channels of the UHF band. We suggest the period of simul- 
casting be in effect for a period of 5 years at the end of which time all telecast- 
ing would revert to the UHF band. 

There has been much said about shifting television to UHF. We do not want 
to repeat any of it except to assert a strong opinion that it can be done and 
that it will produce a nationwide, truly competitive television system. 

We made a preliminary research study of the Nation’s first 100 markets to 
find out just how many UHF assignments would be required to (a) replace 
the present VHF assignments already there and, (b) make a total of at least. 
+ UHF assignments in the largest markets and at least 3 UHF assignments in 
the secondary markets. 

Because we were so surprised at the small number of UHF assignments re- 
quired to accomplish this, we thought it material to make this study available 
to the committee. You will find it labeled as “Exhibit 12.” 


ie 
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Please note that a total of only 85 UHF assignments are necessary to replace 
VHF assignments in the same market—and that an additional 81 UHF assign 
ments will accomplish the competitive 4 and 3 stations-per-market so highly 
desirable. 

There are over 1,300 UHF assignments now made in the UHF band—a total 
of only 165 assignments in the Nation’s first 100 markets will accomplish the 
change-over to UHF on a good competitive basis. 

May we conclude our testimony now by pleading with the committee to keep 
uppermost in its mind this one thought: The Commission’s present position with 
its present plan is based upon “a hope that the UHF band will be fully uti- 
lized”—the plan we have presented here is based upon facts already known. 
We submit that, in a matter so vitally important as a nationwide, truly com- 
petitive television system is to the future growth and welfare of this country it 
should not be left hanging in the balance upon such a precarious, unknown 
quantity as “hope” but should be decided upon facts that are here present in 
great numbers. This thought becomes even more urgent when it is known now 
that there can be a nationwide, truly competitive television system within the 
70 channel UHF band 

EXHIBIT 1 


inalysis of FCC allocation plan, by States 


Commer . Educa Commer ‘ Educa 
State cial VHF’s| Number of) ‘tional | cial UHF’s | Number: tional 
allocated a channels illocated — hannel 
Alabama 6 4 2 3 l 3 
A na 13 7 2 ] ] 0 
Arkansas 7 f l 29 2 1 
( : 28 17 2 F 4( 6 
Colorado ll 7 3 2 23 l 
Connecticut 2 2 0 11 9 3 
Delaware I l 0 2 2 ] 
District of Columbia... } ] 0 2 1 I 
Florida 15 10 § 38 29 4 
Georgia 12 s 2 36 38 5 
Idaho 14 v 1 1? 12 ] 
Illinois 4 6 2 44 37 5 
Indiana__. 7 5 0 36 83 * 
Iowa 4 1] 7 2 44 4) 4 
Kansas 10 8 2 35 35 2 
Kentucky oth 4 3 0 32 7 l 
Louisiana... - 9 7 l 34 
Maine Ss 6 1 18 18 2 
Maryland — < 2 0 10 7 1 
Massachusetts . ‘ 3 2 1 19 13 } 
Michigan 20 17 0 44 40 
Minnesota_- 13 10 2 34 3 0 
Mississippi : 7 6 1 28 2 t 
Missouri . 16 12 1 35 30 3 
Montana... 17 ll 4 17 l ] 
Nebraska 13 9 0 19 18 2 
Nevada 1S 11 l 7 7 l 
New Hampshire 1 1 ] 10 10 l 
New Jersey 1 ] 0 8 7 f 
New Mexico 12 9 F, H) 2 1 
New York 18 10 0 Q 
North Carolina 12 10 1 7 4 
North Dakota 14 10 2 13 13 4 
Ohio 13 0 40 36 8 
Oklahoma 10 8 2 40 37 5 
Oregon 9 8 3 2 19 l 
Pennsylvania... P 10 7 1 45 3 3 
Rhode Island 2 ] 0 ] l 1 
South Carolina. 6 5 1 23 21 } 
South Dakota 10 8 2 16 16 2 
Tennessee 13 10 2 36 33 2 
Texas 44 27 7 121 110 1] 
Utah 10 ‘ 1 7 
Vermont l 1 0 s s 1 
Virginia 9 6 0 25 23 5 
Washington 11 5 3 28 22 7 
West Virginia 5 4 7 0 16 14 4 
Wisconsin 10 Y 1 33 27 l 
Wyoming a ee 4 6 1 17 17 ( 
48550—_54——_-34 
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EXHIBIT 3 


utilized 


WITH POPULATION OVER 2,000,000 
3 channels: 
12, 831, 914 Philadelphia 
i 339, 225 Detroit 


Boston 
Pittsburgh _- 
Irwin 
2 el annels: 
1 channel: 


None 


5, 475, 535 


2, 214, 249 


None. 
None. 
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47 2 
87 1 
4 10 
Q 7 
$f l 
46 g 
31 4 
28 7 
. 13 
16 : 
17 1 
12 aR 
4 

30 29 
24 25 
3 37 
19 2 
48 17 
44 14 
33 2 
20) 4() 
21 27 
2 33 
26 14 
14 35 
24 : 
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34 

38 
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" States 


Ratio, 
VHF to 
UHF! 


1-9 
1: 1 
1:10 
hug 
= 
1: 8 
As: 
1: 3 
1: 6 
1: 9 
l s 
l . 
4 
1: 4 
1: 4 
l ay 
3: 4 
1: 4 
1: 3 
1: 2 
: 3 
| 6 


RNa eros 


utilized. 
com- 


first 115 markets if only VHF’s 12 channels are 


660, 676 
973, 019 
858, 033 


205, 544 
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Number of stations in Nation’s first 115 markets if only VHF’s 12 channels « 
Continued 


utilized 


MARKETS WITH POPULATION 450,000 TO 2,000,000 


7 channels: None 
6-5 channels: None. 
‘-hannels 
Minneapolis 
St. Paul- f 
Denver ; E 560, 361 
3 channels 
St. Louis 
Washington 
Cleveland 
Baltimore , 820, 754 
Buffalo , O85, 606 
Cincinnati 898, 0381 
Milwaukee 
Whitefish Bay 


_ 


1, 107, 366 


, 673, 467 
157, 601 
153. 556 


863, 937 


Kansas City 808, 23 
Seattle 726, 464 
Portland, Oreg 701, 202 
Atlanta 664, 033 
[Indianapolis 549, 047 
Columbus, Ohio 501, S82 
San Antonio 196, 090 
Miami {SS8, 6S9 
Me mphis 180, 161 


2 channels: 
Houston 
Providence 
New Orleans 
Dallas 
Louisvi 
Birmingham 
Norfolk 
Portsmouth 
Newport News 
San Diego 
Rochester 
Dayton 

1 channel: 
Hartford 
New Haven 
Waterbury 
Albany 
Troy 

None 
Worcester 
Youngstown 
Bridgeport 
Springfield 
Holyoke--_. 


1] 
ie 


MARKETS WITH POPULATION 150,000 TO 450,000 


None 
6-5 channels: None. 
4 channels: None 
3 channels: 

Omahe 


7 channels: 


362, 203 


Phoenix 329, 266 
Salt Lake City : 274, 208 
Spokane 220, 149 
IK] Paso- 197, 934 


2 channels: 


Tampa 

St. Petersburg 
Toledo 392, 626 
Fort W orth " 359, 246 
Wheeling | 6 


352, 924 


106, 175 


Steubenville - — { 

Svracuse 340, 875 
Knoxville 335, 664 
Richmond 326, 863 
Oklahoma City 322, 520 
Nashville 320, 388 
Jacksonville 302, 711 
Tacoma 275, 802 
Sacramento 275, 659 
Duluth } 


251, 658 
superior 


Tulsa 248, 658 
Chattanooga 245, 499 


2 channels—Continued. 


Davenport 
Rock Island_ 
Moline 
Mobile 
Des Moines 
Wichita 
Charlotte 
Beaumont 
Port Arthur 
Little Rock 
Shreveport 
Portland, Maine 
Corpus Christi 
Augusta 
Charleston, S. C 
Savannah 
1 channel 
Charleston. W. Va 
Johnstown, Pa 
San Jose 


Grand Rapids 


Utica 

Rome 
l’resno 
Flint 
Wilmington 
Peoria. - 


SO2 
433 
681 
610 
574 


554 


550 


603 


541 


102 
681 
037 
852 
174 
186 
619 
967 
877 
LS] 


x60 


Q9O4 


, O94 


, 832 


979 


O12 


835 
920 


213 


, 160 
, 979 


, 879 


679 
OLS 


, 629 


, 104 


946 
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a 


Number of stations in Nation’s first 115 markets if only VHF’s 12 channels are 
utilized—Continued 


MARKETS WITH POPULATION 150,000 TO 450,000—continued 





1 channe Continued None—Continued 

Huntington \ 245 63 A ee 407, 981 
245, 631 ~s 

Ashland Wilkes-Barre__.......] 291. 226 
Lancaster 234, 137 Hazleton j veo 
Erie - 218, 407 Fall River } oat : 
Stocktor 200, 535 New Bedford “7 f¢ 380, 849 
Greensboro 190. 152 Harrisburg - - ----- 291, 119 
High Point . oS Canton F 282, 060 
Binghampton 184 San Bernardino_ - ; 280, 252 
Lansing 72 Seranton _- 256, 208 
Columbus, Ga 169, Reading_- : ‘ 254, 942 
Madison , 168, Trenton cate ie 229, 412 
Greenville 167, South Bend______-_- 204, 740 
Austin ; 160, : ee ee a ots 202, 440 
Evansville pe 158, ¢ Brockton_. at 189, 457 
Manchester_....._ -- 156, Fort Wayne- --_-- ais 182, 903 
Baton Rouge ; 156, 485 Saginaw .-- a 152, 838 
Rockford_- : 151, 858 

None 
Allentown 
Bethlehem . ; 434, 857 
Easton 


ExHIsit 4 
Ir UHF Dores Not DEVELOP 


Population study of States with no VHF educational channels allocated 


VHF edu- UHF edu- 





State Population cational cational 

channels channels 
Connecticut 2, 007, 280 0} 3 
Delaware 318, O85 0 l 
District of Columbia 802, 178 | 0 l 
Indiar 3, 934, 224 0 8 
Kentucky 2, 944, 806 0 ] 
Maryland 2, 343, 001 0 1 
M ichigar 6, 371, 766 0 7 
Net } a 0 2 
New Je 0 6 
New York 0 9 
Ohi 0 s 
Rhode Island 0 1 
Verr t 0 l 
Virginia 0 5 
West Virginia 0 4 
Total 7 « pusdbebundddannhtl 53, 976, 276 0 58 





NOTES 


1. 15 States would have no educational television outlets if UH F does not develop. 
2. 35.7 percent of the people of the United States (computed on 1950 census figures) live in those 15 States 
I ‘ I ‘ 
and would have no service from an educational television station. 
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Population study of States with only 1 educational channel allocated 








VHF edu UHF edu- 
State Population cations] cational 
channels channels 
Arkansas 1, 909, 511 l 1 
Idaho 588, 637 l l 
Louisiana 2, 683, 516 l 2 
Maine 913, 774 l 2 
Massachusetts 4, 690, 514 1 2 
Mississippi 2, 178, 914 1 4 
M issouri 3, 954, 653 1 3 
Nevada 160, 083 l 1 
New Hampshire 533, 242 1 l 
North Carolina 4, 061, 929 ] 7 
Pennsylvania 10, 498, 012 l 3 
South Carolina 2, 117, 027 1 3 
Utah 688, l 3 
Wisconsin 3, 434, j 10 
W yoming 290, ! 1 0 
Total 38, 703, 778 15 43 
NOTES 
1. The 15 States above would have only | educational outlet each if UH F does not develop 
2. 25.8 percent of the people of the United States live in the above 15 States 
3. 30 States would have no or only 1 educational outlet if UH F does not develop 
4. 61.5 percent of the people of the United States live in these 30 States 
Population study of States with 2 VHF educational channels allocated 
VHF edu- UHF edu- 
State Population cationel cations! 
channels channels 
Alabama 3, 061, 743 2 3 
Arizona 749, 587 2 0 
California 10, 586, 223 2 6 
Georgia 3, 444, 578 2 3 
Iilinois 8, 712, 176 2 § 
lowa 2, 621,073 2 2 
Kansas 1, 905, 299 2 4 
Minnesota 2, 982, 483 2 0 
North Dakota 619, 636 2 4 
Oklahoma 7, 946, 627 2 5 
South Dakota - - - 652, 740 2 2 
Tennessee 3, 291, 718 2 2 
Total. 46, 573, 883 24 38 


NOTES 


1. 12 additional States above would have but 2 educational outlets each if UH F does not develop 

2. 30.8 percent of the people live in these 12 States. 

3. 42 States containing 92.3 percent of the Nation’s population would have a total of only 39 educational 
station possibilities if UHF television does not develop. 
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VHF STATION OVERLAP IN FIRST 50 MARKETS 
WITH PROPOSED 36 MILE GRADE B CONTOUR 


CITIES & TOWNS 


40476710 
é 
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VHF STATION OVERLAP IN FIRST 50 MARKETS 
WITH PRESENT 60 MILE GRADE "B CONTOUR 


Bt me UH F ALLOCATIONS 


ns 


POPULATION 


I8,930,330 
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VHF-UHF present assignments and analysis of additional UHF channels neces- 
sary to convert first 100 markets from VHF band to UHF band to achieve 
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VHF-UHF present assignments and analysis of additional UHF channels neces 
sary to convert first 100 markets from VHF to UHF band to achieve competi 
tive systems—Continued 


POPULATION 250,000 TO 500,000—Continued 
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| ee — 190 30 190 53 62 23 81 165 


Senator Porrer. Mr. Goldberg. 

Mr. Goldberg is consultant for the UHF Industry Coordinating 
Committee. 

Mr. Gotpsera. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. It is good to see you, Mr. Goldberg. 

Mr. Gotppere. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MELVIN A. GOLDBERG, RESEARCH CONSULTANT, 
ULTRAHIGH FREQUENCY INDUSTRY COORDINATING COMMITTEE 


Mr. Gorpserc. My name is Melvin A. Goldberg. I have been en- 
gaged by the Ultrahigh Frequency Coordinating Committee as re- 
search consultant. I was formerly research director of Television 
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Magazine, research director for the Du Mont television network, dep- 
uty director of the evaluation staff of the United States Information 
Agency, and executive secretary of the Ultrahigh Frequency Associa- 
tion until Janu: ry 31, 1954. 

In this presentation, we shall attempt to show that television sta- 
tions, whether VHF or UHF, cannot serve the public without network 
programs and that UHF stations, by and large, are not and cannot 
obtain such programs under present conditions. 

Because of these conditions, there is a serious trend toward monopoly 
or duopoly in the television industry—an industry where in 1953, ac- 
cording to Chairman Hyde’s statement, 92 pre freeze non-network- 
owned bedisles stations, plus the networks, with their owned stations, 
showed revenues of $406.2 million, while the 215 remaining stations— 
postfreeze VHF and UHF—had to divide revenues of $ 24.6 million, 
and where the 92 prefreeze stations and the networks took 94.3 percent 
of the total television revenue during 1953. 

In brief, the facts will show that: 

|. Network revenue for 1953 was almost 60 percent of the total rev- 
enue of the television indus try 5 >and NBC and CBS together accounted 
for almost 50 percent of the revenue of the entire te levi ision industry. 

2. Ninety-two prefreeze VHF's revenue accounted for 35 percent 

f te ‘le vision revenues, 

Two hundred fifteen postfreeze VHF and UHF stations divided 
the remaining 5 percent of the total television revenues. 

1. More than 75 percent of the audiences of America regularly tune 
to two stations and two networks. 

5. Seventy-three of the top one hundred markets of America have 
been allocated only two VHF stations—I believe the Du Mont pres- 
entation showed that. 

6. Each of these VHF stations in the 73 markets have primary affili- 
ations with NBC and/or CBS and because of this entrenchment, the 
anne of successful competitive operation of UHF stations in these 
markets, or in markets engulfed by the superpower of these VHF sta- 
tions, is virtually nil. 

Then, in answer to any claim that UHF stations are only under- 
going the ‘ ‘crowing pains” that the prefreeze stations went through, 
we shall point out the facts which show the fallacy of this claim. 

We earnestly believe that the facts shown in this presentation will 
show that the American public will be limited to a narrow choice 
of programs, if the present monopolistic trend is not checked by im- 
mediate action looking to the establishment of a revised pattern 
under which greater equality of competitive opportunity to more 
stations and networks is assured. 

Now, stations do need network programs. It is axiomatic that 
ne ‘twork programs, because of their high quality, attract the greatest 
viewing audience. It is for this reason that national and local spots, 
which are adjacent to network programs, are most popular with 
advertisers. 

By the same token, the sponsorship of revenue-producing local 
programs in time segments close to those in which network programs 
are telecast are similarly in substantial demand; and it is genetally 
the case that purchase of spots and sponsorship of local programs on 

particular station will be attractive to advertisers, even in portions 
of a station’s schedule considerably removed from the time in which 
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the network program is carried because of the likelihood of the con- 
tinued availability of a substantial part of the audience tuned for the 
network programs. 

It may be suggested in the course of these hearings that there are 
available to UHF stations adequate high-quality programs that may 
be substituted for network programs, which would attract audiences 
and revenues on a basis competitive with the VHF stations having the 
network programs. Such a claim falls in the realm of fantasy. The 
tremendous costs of the popular network programs are well known. 
Talent costs alone are almost astronomical. Everyone here has 
probably seeen the recent reports in the press that a weekly salary 
of $25,000 is being paid to one artist on a network show. 

These costs are paid by the advertiser who can justify the great 
expenditures because the two networks can deliver high-powered sta- 
tions, in all of the major markets of America, to which are appor 
tioned the cost of the program. 

A single station, or any small combination of stations, could not 
support such program expenditures because the costs could not be 
dist ributed among enough markets or viewers. And, i 1 fae t. the net 
works themselves would not sustain such talent costs eile they were 
paid for by large national advertisers desiring the nationwide cov 
erage furnished by chain or national television broadcasting. 

It may be suggested that films can be used by stations as a meth- 
od of programing competitive with network programing. At the 
present time, outstanding feature-length films of a quality competi 
tive with network programs are virtually unavailable to any station. 

Such film as is made expressly for television generally gravitates 
to the entrenched VHF network-affiliated stations because of their 
greater resources and their ability to schedule such films preceding and 
follow ing network programs, rather than opposite { » net work shows 
There is a decided advantage to the film supplier and the advertiser in 
avoiding competition with the top network programs, because in this 
manner the salability of the film and continued availability of the 
audience is more likely to be assured. 

The necessity of network progr: ims for successful TV-station oper 
ation can be illustrated in a graphic form. Exhibit 1 reflects the rev 
enue picture of a typical station if it was receiving 6 half hours of spon 
sored network programs daily, all in class A time, and had sold all of 
the spots around these network shows. In this example, a class A 
hourly rate of $300 and a programing schedule of 35 hours weekly have 
been used. 

Its weekly revenue then would be—I might mention, Mr. Chair- 
man, there is a schedule of rates that is in proportion to the amount 
of time. For example, the half-hour costs usually 60 percent 
of the hourly rate, and it goes on down in that manner. 

The 42 half-hours network is $2,268. The 49 20-second spots would 
then come to $2,058, and the 49 8-second spots would come to $1,029. 

I have used an 8-second spot and a 20-second spot between each 
half-hour program. These are these fast commercials that you usual- 
ly see with a station break. 

Senator Porrrer. That is a common commercial. 

Mr. Gotppera. Yes; that is apart from the commercial that goes 
with the program. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Gotpserc. The amount then comes to $5,345. 

I moved it down to about 23 in the number of hours; it’s in the next 
section, Mr. Chairman, with the exhibits. 

What we have done there is make as the number of hours this 100 
percent so that 2 half-hour programs then add up to 1.2 hours. That 
is what it points out to. 

Now, if we turn back to exhibit 1 and compare it with exhibit 3— 
actually, it should be exhibit 2; we have taken out exhibit 3—we see 
that networks are necessary to independently owned stations not only 
for revenues which result, but for reductions i in costs, as well. 

Now, if you notice in this exhibit 2, it points out that 3 hours of net- 
work programing daily means a aie to the station of 21 program 
hours for the week, or $2,100. The expenses for the week then come 
to $4,900. What I have done there is assumed $700 a week, $1,000 a 
day for expenses. This is about average for the stations. 

Then in that case if you have 35 program hours, it’s gong to be about 
$100 per hour, and you just reduce it. 

The expenses for the week then come to $4,900. 

Thus, 21 hours of network programing weekly in this example are 
more than enough for the station to break even. Of course, if the 
station had no network programing, it would be almost impossible to 
sell any time—as we have seen from the number of UHF dropouts 
thus far. 

Now, without network programs, no conversions: 

It requires no argument to establish that without programing of 
high caliber, television-set owners will not convert their receivers to 
UHF. Unless the owners of a television set can receive network pro- 
graming over a UHF station, regardless of the quality of the signal, it 
is not likely that he will convert. 

His resistance to conversion is increased if there is an existence of 
prospective VHF station from which he can receive the popular net- 
work programs on his present set. 

Table 8A of Chairman Hyde’s statistical appendix shows this quite 
vividly—the fewer the number of VHF signals available—and im- 
plicitly the VHF stations carry the desirable network programs—the 
greater the degree of conversion. Then where no VHF signals are 
received, 90 percent of the homes can receive UHF. Where 3 or more 
VHF signals are available, 26 percent of the homes have made con- 
versions to UHF. 

In exhibit 4 of the appendix to this statement this relationship is 
shown in another way, and I have just combined them in terms of 50 
percent saturation. But no matter how it is done, where VHF signals 
are available and offer network programing, there will be few con- 
versions. Basically, then, it is the intermixture, and the inequality 
that exists between VHF and UHF which is at the bottom of the 
UHF problem. 

It is a cycle, actually, inequality and intermixture mean less con- 
versions, less network programing and less revenues. 

Table 9 of Chairman Hyde's statistical appendix illustrates quite 
clearly the VHF problem. It has been produced for this presentation 
and included as exhibit 5 of the appendix. That is in column 1, the 
percentage of homes that can receive UHF decreases; that’s column 3, 
and revenues to UHF stations is also decreased, column 4. 
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In considering the network hours carried per station—shown in the 
iast column of exhibit 5—it should be kept in mind that the averages 
in this exhibit do not include those stations who had to go off the air 
because they were unable to receive network programing. This is 
simply averages. 

If such stations had been included, the average network hours car 
ried by UHF stations would, of course, be much lower than those 
shown in this exhibit. 

Now, is it true, as some have contended, that UHF stations are 
merely going through some of the growing pains any pioneer must 
expect f 

Let’s see what the so-called pioneers of the prefreeze period had 
to contend with- 

Prefreeze stations had time on their side. At the time of the freeze, 
September 30, 1948, there were 42 stations on the air. Most of them 
had come on the air in 1948. Of the remaining 66 stations, 50 came on 
the air in 1949. The 108 prefreeze TV stations began operations as 
shown below, and as you can see, 16 stations began operations before 
or during 1947, 32 in 1948, 50 in 1949, 9 in 1950, and 1 in 1951, for 
a total of 108. 

However, this does not show us the true state of affairs. It would 
be much more pertinent to see whether these pioneer stations began 
construction and came on the air as soon as possible after they were 
granted construction permits and actually risked uncertainties as rap- 
idly as did UHF pioneers. This is shown in exhibit 6 of the appendix. 
Exhibit 7, which follows, is more detailed, and shows the CP and 
operations dates for each station, and that is just detailed. This is 
a summary. You will note that for the 66 stations for which data 
are available, the elapsed time betweeen the date a CP was granted 
and the date the station began operation averaged 21.6 months. In 
two cases the elapsed time went as high as 45 months. 

Senator Porrer. What did you mean by that? You mean the time 
they were granted a construc tion permit ? 

Mr. Gotpserc. They were granted a construction permit. 

Thus, of the 66 stations which were not on the air at the time the 
freeze was established, 41 took at least 18 months, and 27 took at least 
2 years before starting operations. In fact, according to Television 
Magazine of October 1948, 48 CP holders did not even know when 
they would begin oper: ne Incidentally, within 20 months after 
the lifting of the freeze, 130 UHF stations had begun operations. 

What does this ny Simply this: These stations knew that 
every day they could delay coming on the air would be an advantage. 
Kach day that passed meant one day closer to a large screen receiver 
at lower prices, and one day closer to network programing. You 
must remember that at that time stations did have a problem in pro- 
graming just as UHF stations have one. Without interconnection, 
very little net wor k programing was available. 

However, they anid be sure of receiving network programing once 
they were interconnected for network programing. The telephone 
company had set up a schedule of cable and relay construction. It 
was obviously to the advantage of the station to delay opening until 
interconnection was est: blished, or as close to it as they could possibly 
get. 
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Thus, the future could look bright for these non-interconnected 
stations—unlike that of UHF stations of today. 

Prefreeze stations had networks on their side. 

In addition to having the novelty of the new medium, and time, 
the prefreeze pioneer stations also had network affiliations they could 
count on. In facet, as of December 1950, when all the prefreeze 
stations but one was on the air, more than half had affiliations with 
two or more net works. Only 6 of these stations, 3 in New York, and 
3 in Los Angeles, were rece iving no network programing. 

When we compare the situation then with the present status of these 

tations, as shown in exhibit 8, we find virtually no differences. Today, 
deapith the substantial increase in the number of stations that have 
come on the air, we find that more than half of these prefreeze stations 
receiving programing from two or more networks. 

Exhibit 9 shows the network affiliations for each prefreeze station 
as of December 1950, and today. There hasn’t been much difference 
all along the line, and, in fact, actually most of them have stayed as 
they were. 

It is obvious that today each of the major networks tends to hold on 
to even a secondary affiliation with a VHF station, rather than affiliate 
with a UHF station until another VHF is established. They are 
willing to share time and take it as they can get it rather than go to 
the UHF. In other words, a network will keep its affiliation gen- 
erally with a prefreeze station which has a basic affiliation with another 
network, until another VHF station moves into the area. 

At that point, a basic affiliation with a separate station becomes 
attractive to the network only because the additional VHF station 
is a more effective outlet for the network and its advertisers than either 
a secondary affiliation with the other VHF station or a basic affiliation 
with a UHF station. 

To realize what networks meant to the prefreeze stations in terms of 
programing, we have only to look at exhibits 10 and 11. You will 
note that the median number of hours the prefreeze station programed 
daily when it began operation was 5.3. Of this, if you will look at 
table 11, 30 saatinel was supplied by networks. 

By 1954, these prefreeze stations had increased their daily program- 
ing to 17.1 hours. This increase was accomplished, by and large, by 
an increase of their network programs. ‘Today, more than half of the 
prefreeze station’s programing is derived from networks—55.8 per- 
cent, or an increase of 86 percent. Actually, in terms of hours that 
would be an increase of about 600 percent, from an hour and a half 
of network time daily, it went up 9 hours. 

At the same time as the prefreeze stations were averaging over 65 
hours of network programing per week, the UHF stations were aver- 
aging 17 hours per week. Since the 17-hour average does not include 
UHF stations which had gone off the air, the relative position of UHF 
stations is, of course, even less favorable. 

Exhibit 12 is included in order to show the number of hours of pro- 
graming and the percent network for each of the prefreeze stations, 
where data were available. Exhibits 10 and 11 are summaries based 
on exhibit 12. 

This, incident: illy, was a special issue of Sponsor magazine on the 
pioneers, and most of this data has come from that. 


Ai ater te 
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It should be borne in n; ind that when these stations began opera 
tions, they not only had novelty on their side, but in addition they had 
the television set manufacturers and advertisers generally subsidizing 
the new medium with programing, purchasing of spots, promotion: al 
¢ ampeigns and other activities working to the benefit of the early VHF 
stations. Similar promotion: il activities on behalf of UHF have been 
significantly absent, even of no instance where a major set manufa 
turer has sponsored programs just for UHF in order to get people to 
buy sets. 

For prefreeze stations—interconnection, that is, for network pro 
erams—meant profits ; noninterconnection or no network programs 
meant losses. 

As I me ntioned previously, some of the prefreeze stations did not 
have network programing available to them immediately. If a 
tion was not interconnected with New York, the only network pro 
crams available were film recordings whose quality was inferio 
However, once a station became interconnected, profits almost im 
mediately resulted. 

The FCC recognized the inequalities at that time—that those with 
full network program facilities—that is, interconnected—would fare 
better than those not having equal program facilities—that is, non- 
nterconnected. 

Iiowever, everyone knew that it was te mporary ; that within a short 
time the stations would be interconnected and the networks would be 
feeding them programs. 

Naturally, in 1950, stations that were not interconnected did suffer 
losses. The Commission stated in its report, “Stations in communitic 
interconnected for network programing generally fared better than 
those in noninterconnected communities.” 

This might even be considered the understatement of the year W hen 
we consider that the 52 stations that were interconnected for the full 
year 1950 had an aggregate profit before taxes of $6 million, while the 
27 noninterconnected stations reported an aggregate loss of $3 million. 
The average interconnected station, as shown in exhibit 13, showed a 
profit of $115,000 for the year, while the average noninterconnected 
station showed a loss of $113,000. 

Apparently, the ee of interconnection then, like the in 
equalities of VHF and UHF today, provide the difference between 
profit and loss—between service anc 
between good and bad management. 

For when we compare the post freeze VHF stations with the UHF 
stations for the same period, we find the average postfreeze VHF 
showing a monthly loss of only $145, while the average UHF showed 
a monthly loss of $7,187, and this is table 6 of Chairman Hyde's sta 
tistical appendix. 

The tremendous difference bet ween the losing prefreeze stations and 
the present UHF stations is that the former had virtual assurance 
that the lack of interconnection, which was the principal reason for 
their economic difficulties, was only a temporary problem; but the 
inequality of facilities problem with which UHF stations are today 
saddled is not of any suc th temporary character. Moreover, most t of 
the now nearly breaking even postfreeze VHF stations can.see things 
brighter in the near future. 





‘k of service. I might even say 
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But as shown by table 5 of Chairman Hyde’s report, most of the 
UHF stations cannot anticipate anything brighter as to programs. 
In fact, their situation can be expected to deteriorate as more VHF 
stations go into operation. 

VHF stations have superpower and supercoverage. In addition to 
the problem of intermixture on a local level— that is, within the same 
community—the facts that the FCC has established a policy of au- 
thorizing superpower and extremely high antenna heights to the VHF 
stations, and has permitted location of such stations at points distant 
from the community to which the channel is assigned, brings inter- 
mixture beyond the immediate community, to areas up to 100 miles 
from such community. 

The coverage of these VHF stations, usu: lly prefreeze, has grown 
to such an extent that not only are the UHF stations engulfed by 
them, but so, too, eventually w ill be VHF stations in smaller communi- 
ties. ‘Thus, even where a small UHF or VHF station serves a com- 
munity distant tien superpower VHF stations, network programs 
would not be made available because of network policy against affili- 
ating with stations in smaller communities overlapped by the super- 
power sti tions. 

[ should add it is contemplated by these networks that the adver- 
tisers just won't buy them. "AS an eX: Bewened of the supercoverage the 
FCC has granted to the VHF stations, exhibit 14 is submitted. It 
shows the coverage acknowledged by the prefreeze stations as of the 
beginning of 1954. Notice that some of them have still not gone to 
maximum power even though their signal radiates—and you might 
notice some of them have still not gone to maximum power even 
though this signal radiates a hundred miles, or better; Mr. Kohn in 

is presentation mentions 40 miles, 20 miles, and that type of thing. 
In Michigan, WJ BK claims 100 miles radius, so that they can cover 
that whole area of Michigan. 

Senator Porrer. Does that include the so-called B area? 

Mr. Gorpserc. I would imagine so. This is the coverage they have 
said they sell. I think it does include B. 

Senator Porrer. My home town in northern Michigan, their re- 
ceivers draw as far as from Grand Rapids, which must be 300 miles, 
Green Bay across the lake in Wisconsin—they have to have a pretty 

igh antenna. 

Mr. Gouppere. Yes. 

Senator Porrrer. But they bring it in and it’s pretty snowy, but at 
least they're getting m cture. 

Mr. Gotpgerc. Well, ordinarily people who are a hundred miles 


Ly can use regular antennas, and get Grand Rapids, according to 

ir statements, and we have some advertisements that they put out, 
which I would like to submit after my statement, showing how much 
they claim. They don’t claim markets; they don’t claim communi- 
ties: they « laim States. 

And that’s exactly what is happening, and I think we have a few 
of them her They call them area stations. Here is one: The great- 


er area station of the Southeast, WSB, claims Georgia, Alabama 
ind Tennessee, North Carolina and South Carolina. “WSB-TV cov- 
ers 18 percent more counties than Atlanta station B; 106 more coun- 


ties that station ( 
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WTAR in Norfolk covers not only Norfolk, but the entire east- 
ern half of Virginia, including Richmond, and all of northern North 
Carolina. 

WNBS covers 33 essential counties. W.JAR in Providence, as far 
as Long Island. This is the kind of coverage that is happening, 
WSAS, 116 counties. “The view is wonderful.” 

I would like to see what the Muncie man is going to do here. They 
are just going to high tower. When he was here they were half 
tower. Now they claim that. They claim Muncie, and even part 
of Bloomington. I mean this is all part of this stuff, and this is the 
kind of coverage they are now claiming. 

It goes beyond just local. I would like to submit them for the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrrer. All right; they will be made a part of the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. Goiprerc. Few VHF stations with unlimited power leads to 
limited service to the pub lie. 

Actually, the granting of unlimited coverage far beyond the mar- 
ket sphere of VHF stations has had a further impact. It has led to 
a network-advertiser policy in placing programs on a small, select 
list of stations in major markets, through which it is possible to reach 
& maximum popul: ition at relatively smaller cost than would be in- 
volved in using a greater number of stations each with lesser cover 
age. Twenty to twenty-five percent of the population would not be 
covered by these major market stations and few additional stations 
to serve this population could be supported without network pro 
grams, and that is notwithstanding Mr. Witting’s statement on cover- 
ing rural areas. 

Dr. Frank Stanton, president of Columbia Broadcasting System, 
Inc., in a speech before the Central States group, Investment Bank 
ers Association of America, in Chicago, March 31, 1954, gave what 
can be called formal notice of this trend, when he said “It is interest 
ing to note that a lineup of about 60 stations will be sufficient to cov- 
er about 75 percent of the total television homes in the country.” 

At about the same time, NBC issued a press release on the occasion 
of the signing of the contract for the Lux Theater program. This 
release stated that 71 NBC affiliates se theduled to carry this hour pro 
gram would cover 81 percent of the Nation’s receivers. 

A tabulation of CBS network shows as listed in Sponsor, May 
31, 1954, showed the median number of stations per nighttime pro 
gram was 74, while for daytime programs the average was 50 stations. 
NBC averaged 79 and 55 stations, respectively. 

Chairman Hyde in his testimony before this committee said that 
the prefreeze VHF stations in the top 63 markets at the time the 
freeze was lifted covered 60 percent of the Nation’s population. Since 
then, most of these stations have been granted superpowers and heights 
and probably include an ever greater portion of the population. 

This apparent agreement that a limited number of stations with 
the preferential allocations cover most of the country leaves little 
opportunity for competitive service to the public by the inferior facili- 
ties or smaller markets. There can be little wonder that a philopsophy 
has developed that this residue population and coverage appears insig- 

48550—54——-35 
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nificant and uneconomic. Apparently, this 20 percent of the popu- 
lation doesn’t need television service. In any event, they won’t be 
able to receive it, if the present trend is allowed to continue. And the 
80 percent of the population generally will have to be content with 
only two program sources. ee at 

I might mention here, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Witting was bringing 
in this rural area, and I think it’s something for the committee to 
consider, as to whether or not 1 station or 1 network, or even 2, is 
within the public service. I think that’s part of a basic problem here. 
Where does subservice begin and end, if we have one, then that is some 
thing they must accept, and I think it goes beyond just programing in 
terms of entertainment; I think it is very important not only from 
a political point of view, but from a news point of view. In the 
State of New Jersey, if they want to get any programing, or if the 
Senator from New Jersey, Mr. Smith, or any of the other Senators, 
or Congressmen, want to speak to their constituents, they have to 
go to Philadelphia or New York; there isn’t any other way. They 
had a station in Atlantic City that is closed down because Philadelphia 
got superpower, and this is true throughout. 

Now, it’s up to the committee and the Commission, to decide 
whether the basic principle is one service, or whether this should be 
a diversity of service, and I would like to go on from there—I am 
sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrrer. Surely; it is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Gotpperc. If you have VHF stations with unlimited power and 
coverage, it leads to monopolistic practices, it is obvious that a sta- 
tion that has virtually no competition which is receiving all or most 
of the network programs, and which has all the sponsors it can handle, 
may charge whatever the traffic will bear. However, this practice 
hurts more than the advertiser. For, as Chairman Hyde's figures 
show, $231.7 million in revenues went to the 4 networks and their 
owned stations, $174.5 million went to the 92 prefreeze stations, and 
the remaining $24.6 million, or 5.7 percent, was divided among 215 
postfreeze stations. 

As exhibit 15 shows, NBC and CBS affiliated stations charge higher 
rates than other stations. They can do this because they have the 
unnatural advantages established by the FCC allocation plan. They 
have superpower, superheight, coverage, programing, and no serious 
competition. And there is no realistic evidence that competition can 
be provided here by the UHF stations, as things stand now. 

I would like to point out that these rates are just in those areas. I 
only selected where there are three VHF stations so as to provide some 
freedom. 

Senator Porrer. I don’t understand the exhibit. 


_ This is the hourly rate charged by each of the networks? Is that 
$205 an hour? 
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Mr. Gotpserc. That is right. 

Senator Porrrer. You got that? 

Mr. GotpperaG. That’s right. 

On these, and the stations in these areas, these are the rates their 
affiliates charge. 

Actually, Du Mont would be the fourth network, and if there are 
four stations, then they obviously go in there, as is the case in Chicago, 
Denver, Los Angeles, Washington, and New York. 

ABC and Du Mont, if they cannot provide outlets, cannot get adver 
tisers. Therefore, their stations, the affiliates they can provide can 
not actually compete with the others, and they have to charge lower 
rates. 

Senator Porrrer. After looking at these rates, you can understand 
why it costs so much for politicians to run for office. 

Mr. GotpserG. Exactly, and not only that. I understand CBS has 
just upped their New York rate to $6,000 an hour. 

Now, I don’t know whether they want to keep politicians off the 
air, but if they do, this isa good way. 

Senator Porrer. The only way they could have done it was to close 
up those hearings. 

Mr. Go.psperc. But it also serves to omit advertisers. You are 
taking that much more of the advertising budget. You can’t get 
blood out of a stone, and if you have five- sixths of an advertising 
budget, the one-sixth then has to be distributed among all the others. 

Senator Porrrer. Are the network rates the same as local rates / 

Mr. Goxpperc. Usually there is a difference. Actually, the net 
work rates are for network option time. It covers roughly from 6:30 
in the evening, rather—7: 30 in the evening to about 11 o’clock, o1 
10:30. Itvaries. This is known asclass A time. 

Now, they have developed something new, double-A time. You 
charge more for that. Its national advertisers. Your local rate 
would then be either class B or class A, whichever you have. That 
would be roughly from 5: 30 or 6: 30 on. 

Preceding and following the network programs, so that you are 
going to do pretty well on those as well, leading and following. They 
do differ. 

I might point to an analysis that was made in 1951. In that year 

1 did an analysis and promised Senator Schoeppel, when he asked 
for it, the difference between the single station markets and those sta- 
tions in the multimarkets where they. had competition. I might point 
out where there were 10,000 sets there was a difference of 10 nercent. 
That is the single station, it is 1 station channeled 10 percent more 
than those stations with competition, where there were 100,000 sets, 
the difference was 15 percent, and where there were a million sets, the 
difference was 23 percent. 

Senator Porrer. All right; that will be made a part of the record, 
at this point. 


Mr. Gouppera. Yes, sir. 
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(The material is as follows:) 


Based on the regression equations, values of the class A hour rate were computed 
at 3 levels of set population 


Percent dif- 


Single sta- | Multista- ference of 
Set population tion mar- | tion mar- single over 
kets kets multistation 
markets 
At z equals 10, or 10,900. $168 $153 10 
At z equals 100, or 100,000 469 408 5 
At z equals 1,000, or 1,000,000 1,317 1,070 23 
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88 single station markets, local class A hour rate 


r—det popu- y—Class A z—Set popu- | 





} : y—Class A 

! S — hour rate, a | hour rate, 

thousands Jan. 1, 1951 | (thousands) | 289-1, 1951 
Ames . 33.7 $300 | Norfolk _ — 50.5 $400 
Bloomington - .. 13.1 | 175 || Pittsburgh... —_ 212.0 600 
Buffalo 171.0 550 Providence. ie 120.0 550 
Charlotte 50. 4 300 Richmond.... cnelel 57.1 | 400 
Eri e 40. 1 350 Rochester. ...........| 70. 1 | 500 
Grand Rapids oan 70.0 375 || Schenectady -... cae 133. 0 500 
Greensboro . 42.0 O00 i ee | 239.0 650 
Huntington _._. wn 32. 5 | 300 || Toledo... sansa 75.0 500 
Indianapolis_- wal 88.9 480 || Utica__. ° | 33.0 200 
Jackson vill | 26.0 | 300 || Wilmington.......... 53. 6 400 
Johnstown... .. | 61.3 400 || Binghamton........-. | 31.3 200 
Kalamazoo. esata 31.1 400 Houston eects 59.3 400 
Kansas City__.. = 93, 2 400 Miami_..-_.. bait etaa 50.0 375 
Lancaster... .. a “| 76. 5 450 New Orleans. ......- 47.2 325 
Lansing - . ' = 40.0 | 300 ||} Oklahoma City----..- 68. 0 400 
Memphis cubis 70.1 | 450 || Phoenix... nis. ee 25.1 250 
Milwaukee. aie 202. 0 500 || San Diego._.......... 76.0 400 
Nashville oer: 23.0 200 || Seattle..... Sa 63. 1 400 
New Haven... = 130.0 Oe At  Setieesactetaesess 58. 2 300 


Mr. Corronr. Mr. Chairman, that was requested by Senator Schoep- 
pel at the last session of these hearings. 

Senator Porrer. Oh. 

Mr. Gotpperc. He asked that of Dr. Du Mont. 

Senator Porrrer. This will be brought to his attention. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes. 

Mr. Gotprera. The effect of these higher rates, if continued, ob- 
viously is to use up the major portion of the advertising budgets and 
limit the amount of funds available for all other stations. 

Now, monopoly stations mean exorbitant profits. Naturally, where 
stations can charge exorbitant rates, there will also be exorbitant 
profits. This is shown clearly in exhibits 16 to 19. 

Mr. Chairman, this table was requested by members of the Com- 
mission; and they made those available as a special publication. 

In 1953, for example, 7 prefreeze stations made more than 200 per- 
cent on the cost of their broadcast property, even after including all 
additions and improvements. 

Senator Porrer. A pretty good investment. 

Mr. Gotpsera. I would like to get into that. 

One station even showed a return of better than 300 percent for 
the 1 year. For the 1 year of 1953, the median return of all prefreeze 
VHF stations, including improvements and additions, was 66 percent 
of their tangible investment. 

For the years 1951 and 1952, the FCC made its data available on 
a different basis than the data published for 1953. The average return 
per station (prefreeze) for each of these years on original tangible 
property investment (not including improvements) was 56 percent 
in 1951 and 73 percent in 1952. 
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It is only natural that these entrenched stations would wish to con- 
tinue such a trend, to the exclusion of a truly nationwide competitive 
system on an equal basis. In fact, it becomes almost ridiculous to com- 
pare these prefreeze stations, with their exorbitant profits, to the DHF 
competition. In addition to engulfing them with their superpower and 
coverage, and intermixture, and producing a scarcity of programing, 
the prefreeze VHF stations also drain off 95 percent of all advertising 
dollars and leave 5 percent for all of the remaining stations. 

What kind of service and future can be projected for the UHF sta- 
tions under these circumstances ¢ 

How can anyone interested in the maximum service to the public 
contend that the conditions should remain unchanged—awaiting the 
panacea of time? 

VHF stations sell for millions—UHF stations go off the air. 

Lastly, if we really want to see the difference between VHF and 
UHF we might look at the “stock market” of television stations— 
where supply and demand meet and set a price. Here we find three 
completed UHF sales—1 for $1 (KCTY, Kansas City), which later 
went off the air, 1 for about $350,000 (KTVR, Little Rock) for studios 
because the station was forced to go off the air, and 1 (KAIF Y, Bakers- 
field, Calif.) for $85,000 for 5124 percent. ‘To complete the picture, 
15 UHF stations have been forced to go off the air, with substantial 
losses. 

At the same time, we find VHF stations sold for prices up to 
$8,500,000. In 1 case, a station that was on the air for less than 6 
months was sold, but not yet approved, for about $4 million. It 
becomes apparent that it isn’t merely a station that is being sold; 
rather, it’s a monopolistic allocation with major network affiliation that 
is being bought. In reality, the right to obtain programs of a particu- 
lar network is the selling point, not the station. And the major reason 
such a network uses the station is because the station enjoys a monopo- 
listic position, which cements the network’s position. 

In conclusion, it cannot be overemphasized that competition can 
never be equal as some as allocations and facilities are unequal. As 
long as a UHF station must face direct VHF competition, there can 
be no equality; and there can be no nationwide competitive television 
service with a two-network system. 

The American public is entitled to the widest possible choice of 
programs for entertainment, information, and education. It cannot 
get this wide choice if the present television situation is allowed to 
continue unchanged. Neither can free choice of programs be guar- 
anteed if halfway measures are taken. Only prompt and bold action 
can relieve the critical situation that is producing a duopoly of tele- 
vision service to the American people. 

Only by establishing a single system of television with equal and 
comparable facilities available to all stations that seek to serve the 
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public can you assure at least an opportunity for the widest choice of 
programs and a healthy competitive system. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have been asked by the committee to read a 
further statement. 

Those VHF stations with superpower and superheights will tell you 
that any allocation change will destroy wide service coverage to rural 
areas of America. ‘This is the historical and legendary battlecry of 
broadcasting entrenched interests who e njoy the monopolistic advan- 
tages of tremendous coverage of wide areas of our country. It may 
aptly be described as the coat of sugar on oo pill of monopoly. 

Perpetuation of the present would at best provide coverage to 75 
or 80 percent of the Nation’s television receivers, according to the advo- 
cates of the present system, and its perpetuation would generally re- 
strict such service to the public to a choice of 2 programs generally in 
each area, with considerable overlap between such stations carrying 
the 2 major network programs. 

Perpetuation of the present allocation of a limited number of super- 
power VHF stations is accomplishing for such stations a greater con- 
centration of power and restrictive public service than the type that 
the Government thwarted when one high-power station sought to lead 
an allocation path for a limited number of radio stations to operate 
with superpower of 500,000 watts in radio. And, the granting of 
superpower clear-channel radio assignments was stopped, even though 
such stations would not have enjoyed the advantage in radio that such 
superpower stations now enjoy in television of controlling all the 
viewers that do not want to spend extra money to get the inferior. 
weaker UHF stations without comparable lineup of full network pro- 
grams. 

Furthermore, since such limited number of superpower television 
stations can lay claim to rendering 2 services to an area generally that 
comprises approximately 75 to 80 percent of the Nation’s population, 
it must be recognized that the perpetuation of such a system has to be 
compared with a revised allocation that will afford wide choice of 
many comparable station services to America. It would seem appar- 
ent that this should be more in the public interest to more people and 
to more communities. And if the ultimate powers and service, fore- 
told for UHF at the time of the lifting of the freeze, becomes realized, 
certainly, more choice of service will be readily available to as many, 
if not more, viewers of America. Only a sound allocation system will 
assure equality of facilities to all who seek to serve the public, rather 
than one with unnatural advantages to a limited number who claim 
wide service. But which, in reality, prevents opportunity for the 
maximum number of services for pub lic choice through a claim of wide 
rural service that is, in fact, restrictive. 
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Mr. Chairman, they are referring there to the clear-channel cage in 
which, I understand, Congress stepped in and stopped this experi- 
mental procedure. And that is the case that is happening today to 
VHF. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your statement, Mr. Gold- 
berg. 

Mr. Gotpperc. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Your exhibit No. 1 will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 


EXHIBIT 1 
INDEPE QO STATION OPERATION 
POTENTIAL REVENUES 


Based on 35 Program Hours Weekly (70 4 Hour Programs) 
and a Class A Rate of $300 Per Hour 


we 


$17,452 


Revenues 


Ye - 





Number of Hours 





544 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 
EXHIBIT 2 


INDEPEWDENTLY OWNED STATION OPERATION 


TOTAL EXPENSES 


sed on Program Hours Weekly and Fixed Ratio 


$(000) 


~ 
w 


12 

11 
WEEKLY 

190 
EXPENSES 


$7,000 per week 
Expenses 





oer nw FY OF) Oo Ww 


45 10 15 20 25 30 35 
NO. OF HOURS 


ExHisit 4 


UHF markets classified by number of VHF signals received by 50 percent of the 
TV homes 


Number of cities showing number of VHF channels received 
by at least 50 percent of TV homes 


I ? saturation of T homes 
UHF saturation of TV home: 0 tol 2 3 or More Total 


| 














Cities |Percent; Cities Percent) Cities |Percent Cities | Percent 
| 
0 to 49 percent 114 34 7 41 16 62 37 44 
50 to 100 percent 27 66 10 59 10 38 | 7 5 
Total ; 41 100 17 100 26 100 84 | 100 
| | 


19 of the 14 cities having less than 50 percent UHF saturation, and receiving VHF signals from less than 
2 stations, have UHF stations on the air less than 6 months prior to the date of the survey. 


Nortre.—4 UHF stations in markets having better than 75 percent UHF conversio™s have gone off the 
air—KRTY, Little Rock; KFAZ-TV, ) onroe, La.; WOSH-TV, Oshkosh, Wis., WROV-TV, Roanoke, 
Va. 

Source: “A Study of UHF-VHF Reception in Selected Metropolitan Areas”, April 1954, American 
Research Burean. 
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ExHIsIT 5 
UHF stations classified by number of VHF stations received in the UHF market 
(table 9 of FCC report) 


| 








=e 
; | 5 percent of Average Total network 
Number of VHF received by 50 percent or _——— | — nomes L.A hours carried ¢ 
» ~TYV 2g ] , ‘ at 1 | = rage De 
more of the TV homes in UHF market stations | sets,taverage | average per — 

per city station = 
Quatid << ee | 12 35 $32, 000 23 
1. eats aa Sban eae éhand’s | 32 25 21, 000 17 
2. ssncetbucapedwensgne | 12 | 18 20, 000 | 14 
BOF MB icntine seen sooo pecccepurapmsnason 23 | 16 13, 000 16 

| 79 23 | 20, 000 17 


| 


1“A Study of UHF-VHF Reception,” April, 1954, American Research Bureau, Inc. 

# Based on the station’s home county, United States TV ownership by counties, Nov. 1. 1953, 
3 During the period January through March 1954. 

4 During the week of Mar, 14-20, 1954. 


EXHIBIT 6 


Elapsed time between CP and operation dates 
Number of 


Elapsed time: stations 
I ec ee a san eean eos ; 4 
ee TR Rit rials be cwewaeis eee oe 
ares a ctiwete enn suum) 3S 
ie Se I dF ere Aes a noe nm am omeavemenil ai Ae 
ee RO I, Bec nniiiunseuccuadcbaubnnodebausatuiul i 5 
36 months, less than 40___.__________- Se ait tl ok bn di nana ao ics nab ah'cs : y 7 
2 Ghee GVO. 60. HEL cake. as OS A Bae 7 3 

a toa See | ees ones iT eke orn 7 erg 


Source: Snonsor, April 19, 1954 and TV Digest Directory No. 5, Oct. 1, 1948 


EXHIBIT 7 


Prefreeze—108 TV stations 


Number 


Beginning of mente 








State and city Station Date of CP! date of elapsed 
| operation = |~——— 
| Months, Days 
(eR ARI. 
Alabama: Birmingham..........| WABT. . Apr. 29,1948 | Aug. 1, 1949 14 12 
WBRC-TV | Jan. 30,1948 | July 1, 1949 17 l 
Arizona: Phoenix.................| KPHO-TV-. : |} June 2,1948 | Dee. 4, 1949 18 2 
California: j 
he KABO-TV. ‘ ‘ Dec. 19,1946 | Sept. 16, 1949 39 29 
| KCOP (KLAC-TYV) eet. Sept. 17, 1948 
| EEBIPV.. W222... Aug. 14, 1948 |___. 
| KNBH.... “ Dec. 19,1946 | Jan. 16, 1949 36 29 
| KNXT.. ‘ May 6, 1948 
| KTLA.. Jan. 22, 1947 : 
KTTV ‘ Dec. 19,1946 | Jan. 1, 1949 36 14 
San Diego | KFMB-TV . Jan. 16,1948 | May 15, 1949 16 6 
San Francisco... - | KGO-TV Jan. 9,1947 | May 5,1949 24 26 
KPIX_.. . Oct. 17,1946 | Dec. 25, 1948 26 | 8 
| KRON-TV .| July 18,1946 | Nov. 15, 1949 39 28 
Connecticut: New Haven_...- | WNHC-TV.. . | Jume 15,1948 |__. : 
Delaware: Wilmington .... WDEL-TV Aug. 28,1947 | May 13,1949 2 5 
District of Columbia, Washing- | WMAL-TV. taint Oct. 3,1947 | 
ton, | WNBW... June 27,1947 
| ee ieee Apr. 26,1946 | Jan. 15,1949 20 22 
WTTG. a Jan, 1,1947 
Florida: | | 
Jacksonville.................| WMBR-TV . | May 27,1948 | Oct. 16,1949 16 19 
in centcses csteest Wee = Mar. 12,1947 | Mar. 21, 1949 24 4 
Georgia: Atlanta...._. ; WAGA-TV és Dec. 30,1947 | Mar. 8, 1949 14 4 
| WLW-A.... Jan. 18,1948 | Sept. 30, 1951 45 12 
| WSB-TV é ; .-....-.| Sept. 29, 1948 


See footnote at end of table. 
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Prefreeze 108 TI 


State and city 


Iilinois 
Chicago. 


Rock Island 


Indiana 
Bloomington 
Indianapolis 

Iowa 
Ames 


Davenport 
Kentucky: Louisville 


Louisiana: New Orleans 
Maryland: Baltimore 
Massachusetts: Boston 
Michigan 


Detroit 


Grand Rapids 
Kalamazoo 
> Lansing 


Minnesota: Minneapolis-St. 


Paul 
Missouri 
Kansas City 
St. Louis 


Nebraska: Omaha 


New Mexico: Albuquerque 
New York 

Binghamtor 

Buffalo 

New York City 


Rochester 
Schenectady 
Syracuse 


Utica 
North Carolina 
Charlotte 

Greensboro 
Ohio: 


Cincinnati 


Cleveland 


Columbus 


Dayton 


Toledc 
Oklahoma: 

Oklahoma City... 

Tulsa 
Pennsylvania 

Erie 

Johnstown 

Lancaster 

Philadelphia 


Pittsburgh 


Station 


WBBM-TY 
WBKB 
WGN-TV 
WNBQ 
WHBF-TV 


WTTV 


WFBM-TV.. 


WOI-TV 
WOC-TV 
WAVE-T 
WHAS-T 
WDSU-T 
WAAM 
WBAL-TV 


v 
Vv 
V 


WMAR-TV 


W BZ-TV 
WNAC-TV 


WJIBK-T 
WWJ-TV 
WXYZ-TV 
WOOD-TV 
WKZO-TV 
WJIM-TV 
KSTP-TV 
WCCO-TV 


V 


WDAF-TV 
KSD-TV 
KMTV 
WOwW-TV 
KOB-TV 


WNBF-TY\ 
WBEN-TYV 
WAT 


WABC-TV. 


WABD 
WCBS-TV 
WNBT 
WOR-TV 
WPIX 
WHAM-TY 
WRGB 
WHEN 
WSYR-TV 
WKTV 


WBTV 
WFMY-TV 


WCPO-TV 
WKRC-TV 
WLW-T 
WEWS 
WNBK 
WXEL 
WBNS-TV 
WLW-C 
WTVN 
WHIO-TV 
WLW-D 
WSPD-TV 


See footnote at end of table. 


stations 


Date of CP! 


May 
June 


May 
Jan 


Sept. 


June 


Oct. 
Jan 


July 29, 
do 
do 


Oct 


Jan 


May 
Jan. 


May 21, 


Feb. 


May 
Feb 


July 


do 


May 


Jan. 
June 


Feb 


Jan. 


May 
Oct 


Mar. 17, 
Nov. 
Mar. 17, 


Jan 


Apr. 4, 


June 
.do 


Mar 
Aug 
Jan. 


Jan. 


Continued 


ors 


Beginning 
date of 
operation 


h, 1948 
7, 1948 
5, 1948 
7, 1949 
, 1950 


, 1949 


1949 


1950 
1949 


, 1948 | 
, 1950 


1948 


2, 1948 


1948 
1947 
1948 
1948 


1948 


, 1947 


1948 





50 


, 1949 | 
, 1947 | 
, 1949 


1949 
1948 


, 1949 


1948 
1948 


, 1948 
2, 1944 
, 1941 


5, 1949 
5, 1948 


1949 


, 1947 
, 1948 
5, 1950 
, 1949 


1949 


22, 1949 | 


, 1949 | 
1949 
, 1948 
, 1947 


1948 


, 1949 


1949 


, 1949 
. 1949 
, 1949 
, 1949 


1948 


5, 1949 
, 1949 


, 1949 
, 1949 
, 1949 


1948 


. 1947 
, 1941 


1949 


1949 | 
v1 

, 1950 | 
3, 1948 

, 1949 


Number 
of months 
elapsed 


Months 


16 


45 
16 | 


"41 


11 





2 hee A 


“~ 


a 
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Prefreeze—108 TV xtations—Continued 


| Number 
| Beginning 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 


of months 


State and city Station Date of CP date of elapsed 


| operation 
| Month | Days 


} | 
Rhode Island: Providence WJAR-TV May 16, 1946 | July 10, 1949 | 37 | 24 
Tennessee | | } 
Memphis WMCT Nov. 28,1947 | Dec. 11, 1948 2 | 1 
Nashville WSM-TY July 29,1948 | Sept. 30, 1950 2¢ 
Texas j 
Dallas \ KRLD-TV Sept. 12,1946 | Dec 3, 1949 | 8 12 
WFAA-TY Sept. 11, 1947 | Sept. 17, 1949 23 j 27 
Ft. Worth WBAP-TYV | Sept. 29, 1948 
Houston KPRC-TV Jan. 30,1948 | Jan 1, 1949 ll 
San Antonio KGBS-TV June 2,1948 Feb. 15, 1950 ” 
WOAI-TV May 27,1948 | Dec. 11, 1949 18 | 4 
Utah: Salt Lake City KDYL-TV July 1,1948 I 
KSL-TV 1948 June 1, 1949 
Virginia 
Norfolk WTAR-TV Aug. 18,1948 | Apr 2, 1950 31 15 
Richmond WTVR Apr. 15, 1948 
Washington: Seattle KING-TV.. Dec. 17,1946 | Nov. 25, 1948 24 ; 
West Virginia: Huntington WSAZ-TV July 29,1948 | Nov. 15, 1949 27 17 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee WTMJ-TV Dec 3, 1947 


1C. P.’s outstanding as of Oct. 1, 1948 (date of freeze), TV Digest Directory No. 5—If no date, station was 
in operation as of Oct. 1, 1948 


Source: Sponsor, Apr. 19, 1954, except CP date, 


ExHIsBitT 8 


Network affiliations of 108 prefreeze TV stations 


Number of networks December May 31, 
1950 1054 2 
| 
None 6} tb 
1 39 47 
2 17 14 
3 14 24 
4 31 17 
Total 2107 108 


Television Magazine, December 1950 
? Broaricasting-Telecasting, May 31, 1954 
1WLW-A, Atlanta, Ga., was not on the air at this time 


ExHIBIT 9 


108 prefreeze TV stations 


{[Key: A=ABC; C=CBS; D=Du Mont; N=NB¢ 


Network affiliation 


State and city Station 
December 1950! |May 31, 19542 
Alabama: Birmingham... WABT A,C Cc, A, D 
WBRC-TV D, N.. N 
Arizona: Phoenix ; KPHO-TY A,C,D,N D,C 
California 
Los Angeles KABC-TV A 4 
KCOP 
KHJ-TYV D 
KNBH N N 
KNX D ( 
KTLA 
KTTV Cc 
San Diego KFMB-TYV A, C,N A,C,D 
San Francisco KGO-TV.. A 4 
KPIX c,D Cc, D 
KRON-TY N N 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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108 prefreeze TV stations—Continued 


[Key: A=ABC 


State and city | 


Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 


Florida 
Jackson ville - - 
Miami_. 
Georgia: Atlanta 


Illinois: 
Chicago. 


Rock Island 
Indiana 

Bloomington 

Indianapolis. . 


Iowa 

Ames 

Davenport 
Kentucky: Louisville 


Louisiana: New Orl 


Massachusetts: Boston 


Michigan 
Detroit 


Grand Rapids. . 

Kalamazoo 

Lansing 
Minnesota 


Missouri 
Kansas City 
St. Louis ay 
Nebraska: Omaha 


New Mexico: 

New York 
Binghamton 
Buffalo 
New York 


Rochester __- 
Schenectady 
Syracuse.. 
Utica 

North Carolina 
Charlotte. 
Greensboro - -. 

Ohio: 
Cincinnati... . 


Cleveland..... 
Columbus. . 


Dayton. 


Pe kitannacces 


See footnotes at 


“ans 
Maryland: Baltimore... 


Minneapolis-St. Paul 


Albuquerque 


New Haven- 
Wilmington 


Ww ashington.. 


; C=CBS; D=Du Mont; N 


Station 


WNHC-TV.. 
W DEL-TV 
WMAL-TV 
WNBW.. 
WTOP-TV.. 
WPT Jeacckeuy 
WMBR-TV. 
WTviJ. 
WAGA-TV 
WLW-TV. 
WSB-TV... 


WBBM-TV.... 
WBKB ...... 
WGN-TV.-_- 
WNBQ 

WHBF-TV 


| WTTV 
| WFBM-TV 


| WOI-TV 





WOC-TV.... 
WAVE-TV 


| WHAS-TV 


WDSU-TV 
WAAM 
WBAL-TV.....-. 
WMAR-TV.. 

W BZ-TV 


| WNAC-TV.. 


WJIBK-TV 
WW5J-TV.... 
WXYZ-TV 
WOOD-TV 


| WKZ0-TV 
| SES wacweccs 


KSTP-TV 


| WCCO-TV. 


WDAF-TV 
KS8D-TV 


| KMTV 


WOW-TV 
KOB-TV_._. 


| WNBF-TV 


WBEN-TV. 
WATYV 
WABC-TV 
Wit a sencne 
WCBS-TV....-.. 
WNBT..... 
WOR-TV.....- 
W PIX. 
WHAM-TV. 
Wt Benson 
WHEN... hen 
WES BWE Vance 


| WKTV. 


| WKRC 


WBTV. 
WFMY-TV. 


WCPO-TV....... 


| WLW-T.. 


end of table. 


WEWS 
WNBK... 
WXEL. 


=NBC] 


OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


Network affiliation 


December 1950 ! 


Aji, a 2 
rh ie 
A,C,D 

N 


6b 5... 


A, C, D, N...- 
Be Td, We ccone 





= 
2 


A, 0, D, N-..-- 











WBNS-TV.......| C 


WLW- D. a 
WSPD-TV 





May 31, 19542 


A,O 
D,N. 


,D,N. 


D. 
N. 
A, ©, D. 


A,C,D,N. 
A,C, D,N. 


- Cc, D. 

. D,N. 

Cc. 

A,C,D,N, 
D. 


Cc. 
A, ©, D. 


C, D. 
N. 


,C, DN. 
C.D.N. 
,0,D, N 
C, D. 


N. 

A, O,N. 
A,C,D. 
D,N. 
N, D. 


A. 
A 
A 
A 
N. 


A,C,D,N. 
A,C, D. 


A. 
D. 
Cc. 
N. 


N. 
A, C, D, N. 


A, C, D 
N 


A, 0, D,N. 


C, D,N. 
A, ©, D. 








= — 2 OD <7) SS on cm G5 OS eee 


' 
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108 prefreeze TV stations—Continued 


[Key: AsABC; C=CBS; D=Du Mont; N=NBC] 


Network affiliation 
State and city Station ate 
December 1950! {May 31, 19542 


ee - _ — ——— a | —— 
| 


| 
| 











Oklahoma: 




















Oklahoma City-.-.--- . em WES Victtinon A Cte, Maewce A, N. 
Tulsa. wil = BOGE Macedeedes A, C, D, N..... A, C, D, N. 
Pennsylvania: 
Erie_.....-- 1 silane wroe | A) A, OD, i nondd ee 
Johnstown... WJAC-TV...... Sin Oh Ie a ceraepis | C, D, N. 
Lancaster... aie WGAL-TV... by Sd is cwen A, C, D, N. 
Philadelphia. Scaiipaeeuivaindiata ‘ --| WCAU-TV..... a i C, 
WFIL-TV...... B Ehiewe | A, D. 
WPTZ-TV.......| N. 7 N. 
Pittsburgh.... othewgren si deteepeealineite WDTV. dacat Diy diy Ge Beccece D, A, O, N. 
Rhode Island: Providence one ; WJAR-TV....-- Ch, Pian | A, C, D, N. 
Tennessee: | | 
pees... abla WMCT..... . BO TU etc | A, D,N. 
8 Se Ra did WORE EU aptididecs] Pudcndccsununewd N. 
Texas: | | 
Dallas... - | KRLD-TV C. C, 
WFAA-TV.. | A,D,N A, D,N. 
Fort Worth __.-. nd WBAP-TV.. SS A, N. 
Houston ‘ KPRC-TV A,C,D,N A, D, CO, N 
San Antonio | POE Wiis cl Ms BPkdwocccceceses A, C, D, 
| WOAI-TV | OC,N N 
Utah: Salt Lake City... -. | KDYL-TV. | N N. 
KSL-TV | A, C, D_. A, ©, D. 
Virginia: 
Norfolk. - ; - WTAR-TV.... A, C, N.. A, C, D. 
Richmond inde WTVR CO, De Maan N. 
Washington: Seattle ‘ | KING-TV.... A, C, D,N A. 
West Virginia: Huntington 5 | WSAZ-TV teat Ae Dis -| A, N, D. 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee - . : ' WTMJ-TV.... ;} A, C, D, N A,N, D. 
| | | 
! Television Magazine, December 1950. 
3 Broadecasting-Telecasting, May 31, 1954, 
ExHrsit 10 
Number of hours of programing daily of 108 prefreeze stations 
| 
Number of hours daily At start = Y Number of hours daily At start ~~) 
1 but less than 2._.......- 1 12 but less than 13. __- sé i 2 
2 but less than 3_.......-- . DD Mvedeenkan | 13 but less than 14___- | 4 
3 but less than 4__...-- ‘aaly 9 14 but less than 15 1 5 
4 but less than §..........- : 17 liessirtiniadeelh 15 but less than 16 te ee : 15 
5 but less than 6.. eh aie 18 Pi 16 but less than 17__.....- = 10 
6 but less than 7_- ee 11 este || 17 but less than 18 calidahGeietein 29 
7 but less than 8 4 1 || 18 but less than 19 as 14 
8 but less than 9 wadhoien 2 1 || 19 but less than 20 5 | 3 
9 but less than 10_--- 3 iy _ 
10 but less than 11__. 2 4 82 87 
11 but less than 12 a } Median (hours daily) -..| 5.3 17.1 
' 





ExHisir 11 


Percent of total time derived from networks for 108 prefreeze stations 





| | | | | 
Percent of time from | Jan. 1, |} Percent of time from | Jan, 1, 
networks | At start 1954 || networks | At start | 1954 
| 
| 
aS Tee Lotabling 19 5 || 80 to 89.9._....-- i naitidhtalia | 2 | 1 
ee eae ae ee a Oi ied h xiicnnc<consnees 2) 1 
SE ketnwensorsecsedaseen | ll ua a — 
, > oseesls 9 | 1 Eidkntwccnes wayne 72 | 81 
ID ih tdvcwuecdenaa ~-+| 7 | 15 || Unknown......-. ibe ded 36 27 
SE EP ktdblindaseccecceose ‘ 6 | 24 (| —_—_ —_—_-—— 
GO Ce ban acticsescccodadtss | 8 21 I Total stations._........ 108 108 
FO Fass Mb ainsiadagune 2 7 | Median (percent) -...- --| 30 55.8 
wu 
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State and city 


Alabama: Birmingham 


Arizona: Phoenix 
California 
Los Angeles 


San Diego 
San Francisco 


Connecticut: New Haven 
Delaware: Wilmingtor 
District of Columbia 


Florida 
Jacksonville 
Miami 

Georgia: Atlanta 


Tilinois 


Chicago 


Rock Island 
Indiana 

Bloomington 

Indianapolis 
lowa 

Ames 

Davenport 


Kentucky: Louisville 


Louisiana: New Orleans 
Maryland: Baltimore 


Massachusetts: Boston 
Michigan 
Detroit 


Grand Rapids 
Kalamazoo 
Lansing 
Minnesota: Minneapolis-St. Paul 
Missouri 
Kansas City 
St. Louis 
Nebraska: Omaha 


New Mexico 

New York 
Binghamton 
Buffalo 
New York 


Albuquerque 


Rochester 
Schenectady 
Syracuse 


Utica 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Washington 


EXHIBIT 


Station 


WABT 
WBRC-TV 
KPHO-TYV 


KABC-TV 


W MBR-TV 


WTVJ 
WAGA-TV 
WLW-A 
WSB-TV 


WBBM-TV 
WBKB 
WGN-TV 
WNBQ 
WHBF-TV 


WTTV 
WFBM-TV 


WOL-TV 
WoOc-TV 
WAVE-T 
WHAS-1T 
WDS8U-T 
WAAM. 
WBAL-TV 


WMAR-TV 


WBZ-TV 
WNAC-TV 


WIJIBK-TV 
WWJ-TV 
WXYZ-TV 
woop 
WKZO-TV 
WIIM-TV 
KSTP-TV 
WCCO-TYV 


WDAF-TV 
KSD-TV 
KMTV 
WOW-TV 
KOB-TV 


WNBF-T 
WBEN-T 
WATV 
WABC-TV 
WABD 
WCBS-TV 
WNBT 
WOR-TV 
W PIX 


WHAM-TV 


WRBG 
WHEN 
WSYR-TV 
WKTV 


vs 
Vv 


12 


108 prefreeze TV stations 


1 


At start 


Number of 
hours daily 


(2) 
(2 


nor 


moe he 


as 


Ne 


SO hoe 


— 


nw 


w 


mwnwrs 


Percent of 
hours, net 


30 


None 
None 
50 
20 
None 


30 
20 
20 
43 


68 


sv 
10 


(2) 
None 


() 
(2) 
None 


26 


15 
51 


60 
26 
49 
19 
66 


8 


None 
24 


10 


30 
65 
95 
49 


30 


® 
5. ) 


None 
28 
25 
65 


None 
None 


None 
None 


57 


6 
95 
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Jan. 1, 1954 


Number of 
hours daily 


Percent of 
hours, net 


50 


None 
None 
60 
55 


None 
40 


15 
63 
46 


50 
41 


70 
63 
63 
56 
59 
31 


62 
63 


60 
54 
15 
59 
60 
90 


48 


60 
70 
60 
56 
47 


74 
60 
None 


55 


None 


57 
62 
66 
55 
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108 prefreeze TV stations *—Continued 


At start Jan. 1, 1954 


State and city Station 
Number of Percent of Number of; Percent of 
hours daily | hours, net hours daily | hours, net 


North Carolina 


Charlotte WBTV 134 374 1544 45 
Greensboro WFMY-TV ll 63 15 60 
Ohio 
Cincinnati WCPO-TV il 9 17% 27 
WKRC-TV 5 32 \7}g 50 
WLW-T 
Cleveland WEWS 4}6 None 17 2 
WNBK Ai I8hg 4f 
WXEL 
Columbus W BNS-TV 4h_ 49 16 1 
WLW-C 5 None 18h¢ @5 
WTVN 9 5 14 
Dayton WHIO-TV ~ 18 
WLW-D 
Toledo...- WSPD-TV 6 2 is ‘5 
Oklahoma 
Oklahoma City WKY-TV 17% ) 
Tulsa KOTV 
Pennsylvania 
Erie WICU 8 59 17 = 
Johnstown WJIAC-TV 3 25 7 65 
Lancaster WGAL-TV 6 18 
Philadelphia WCAU-TV 14 31 74 
WFIL-TV 
WPTZ 3 None Is 45 
Pittsburgh WDTV 12 3 19 50) 
Rhode Island: Providence WJAR-TV 6) 70 7% 4) 
Tennessee: 
Memphis : WMCT 5 15 6 61 
Nashville WSM-TV 94 66 1544 65 
Texas 
Dallas KRLD-TV 4 46 7 15 
WFAA-TV 7 17 45 
Ft. Worth WBAP-TV 314 14 7 45 
Houston KPRC-TY\ 614 46 17 52 
San Antonio KGBS-TV { 25 614 0) 
WOAI-TYV 5 25 6 00) 
Utah: Salt Lake City KDYL-TV 3 40 15 50 
KSL-TV 2 67 3 57 
Virginia 
Norfolk WTAR-TV 5 80 6 58 
Richmond WTVR 5le None 7 a0 
Washington: Seattle KING-TV 
West Virginia: Huntington WSAZ-TV 2 30 17 65 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee WTMJ-TV 316 None 7 50 





1! Where blank, no information available 
? Unknown. 


Source: Sponsor, April 19, 1954. 
EXHIBIT 13 


Profit or loss per TV station in 1950 according to number of stations in 
community and interconnection 


Profit or loss per station 


Interconnected and in | Nonintereconnected and 


) 1 n ope on full we 

Number of stations in community operation full year in operath 1 year 

Number Number 

Profit or loss of sta- Profit or less of sta 

tions th 
I $174, 000 15 —$29, 000 11 
2 105, 000 5 143, 000 t 
3 49, 000 18 100, 000 3 
4 187, 000 - 

7 77, 000 16 —310, 000 7 
Total 115, 000 52 —113, 006 2 


1 1 station did not report. 
Source: FCC public notice 61519, Mar. 29, 1951: 1950 Television Financial Data, table 3. 


48550 —54-——36 
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ExHIsitT 14 


Present power, tower height, and coverage of 108 prefreeze television stations 


City and State 


Alabama: Birmingham 


Arizona: Phoenix 


California 
Los Angeles... 


8an Diego 


San Francisco... 


Connecticut: 
Delaware: Wilmington 


New Haven... 


District of Columbia: Washington 


Florida: 
Jacksonville. 
Miami 

Georgia: Atlanta. 


Illinois 
Chicago . . 


Rock Island 
Indiana 

Bloomington 

Indianapolis 
Iowa 

Ames 

Davenport 
Kentucky: Louisville 


Louisiana: New Orleans 
Maryland: Baltimore 


Massachusetts: Boston 


Michigan: 
Detroit 


Grand Rapids 
Kalamazoo 


Lansing. - ‘. 


Minnesota: Minneapolis-St. Paul_| 


Missouri: 
Kansas City... 
St. Louis 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Station 


WABT. 
WBRC-TV 


KPHO-TV 


A RA AAR 





AA 


KABC-TV 
Authorized 


sA 
Authorized 
: 


=H 


x 
MB-TV 
Authorized 
cGO-TV 

Authorized 
CPI . 
CRON-TV 
WNHC-TV.. 


|} WDEL-TV 


WMAL-TV.. 


WNBW._.. 
WTOP. 
Authorized 
| WTTQG. 
WMBR-TV 
WTVI 
WAGA-TV 
WLW-A 
Authorized 
WSB-TV 
WBBM-TV 
WBKB 
Authorized 
WGN-TV 
Authorized 
WNBQ 
WHBF-TV 
WTTV 
WFBM-TV 
Authorized 
WOI-TV 
WOC-TV 
WAVE-TV 
WHAS-TV 
WDSU-TV 
WAAM 


Authorized 
WBAL-TV 
WMAR-TV._.. 
WBZ-TV ; 
WNAC-TV_. 


WJBK-TV.. 
WwWJ-TV_. 
Authorized 
WXYZ-TV 
Authorized 
WOOD-TV_. 
Authorized 
WKZ0-TV 
Authorized 
WJIM-TV 
Authorized 
KSTP-TV__. 
WCCO-TV..... 


WDAF-TV... 
KSD-TV.... 





“A, C,D,N. 


Network 
affiliation 


A, 0, D 


A,O,D,N.- 
A,C,D,N. 


A, C,D 
A,D,N 

o 

,C,D,N 
“Dp 

Oss bivies 
ee 
A,C,D 
o,D 

N 

Bx 


A, C,D,N.. 





A,C,D,N. 














Fees Estimated 
. a, | Height coverage 
powe (radius) 

Kilowatts | Feet Miles 
316 | We Weererte done ine 
35 | og eM 
17.5 | 500 236 

| 
110 | 2, 970 100-150 
165 | - 
31.4 2, 955 Ae ne 
30. 4 3, 100 90 
47 3, 200 150 
46.8 3, 140 100 
30 2, 921 180 
50 ‘it. . 
30.9 | 2, 345 | c 
eh 27 75 
316 ; { 31,000 eee ss 
120 \ 1, 261 
8 Ale eee « 
100 «=| ‘ 1,364 85 
100 1, 480 60 
316 720 |. é 
2.5 700 . 
22 ye - 
100 739 80 
4.9 738 < 
316 | ‘ 
17.5 587 . 
100 | 440 |...... 

100 1, 007 80 
100 | a ES . 
23. 5 545 90 

316 = 
100 1, 062 150 
25.4 | 689 65 
14 | 670 100 
ee ee ae ne 
120 610 60 
316 an Sanissieeaaal apache 
75 Tae Aeoceakes 
100 485 60 
100 1, 000 100 
28. 2 468 65 
mM see 
100 580 90 
100 625 80 
100 914 100 
316 600 70 
100 425 80 
50 530 58 
316 nine ccaniies ae 
240 550 ‘ 
100 591 100 
100 658 60 
316 OY . 
100 1, 057 100 
20.5 697 60 
100 41,063 .|......- 
112 490 50 
San” tenon aeitcesss oo 
100 1, 000 100 
316 ent dkeieeawean ° 
80 600 90 
100 00:0 Ticino themes 
27. 54 500 85 
Ts Aevetinousbiuleseraatocate 
100 =e 
100 608 75 
100 724 125-135 
100 GE fevecandacnad 





eahesadtfib Nea eid a. cn 


iy 
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Present power, tower height, and coverage of 108 prefreeze television 
stations—Continued 


City and State 


Nebraska: Omaha... 
New Mexico: Albuquerque 
New York 

Binghamton.. 


Buffalo 


New York 


Rochester 


Schenectady --- 
Syracuse 


Utica 
North Carolina: 
Charlotte 
Greensboro. 
Ohio: 
Cincinnati . - - 


Cleveland 


Columbus 


Dayton -... 


Taledo ... 
Oklahoma: 
Oklahoma City 
Tulsa 
Pennsylvania: 
Erie_.... 


Johnstown 
Lancaster . 


Philadelphia 


Pittsburgh - 
Rhode Islands Providence 


Tennessee: 
Memphis 
Nashville. 
Texas: 
Dallas... ea 
Fort Worth 


Houston 
San Antonio 


Utah: Salt Lake City... 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Station 


KMTV 
WOW-TV 
KOB-TY 


| WNBF-TV 


| WCBS 


Authorized. 
WBEN-TV 
WATV 


} Authorized ..| 
| WABC 


rv 
Authorized 
WABD 
Authorized. 
rv 
WNBT 
WOR-TV 
W PIX. 
WHAM-TV 
Authorized 
WRGB 


WHEN. 
WSYR-TV. 
WKTV 
WBTV 
WFMY-TV 


WCPO-TV 
Authorized 
WKRC-TV 
Authorized 
WLW-T... 
WEWS 


| WNBK 


Authorized. 
WXEL 
WBNS-TV. 
WLW-C... 

Authorized. 
WTVN 

Authorized. 
WHIO-TV 
WLW-D 
WSPD-TV 


| WKY-TV 
| KOTV... 


| WBAP 


WICU aiid 
Authorized 
Requests 
WJIAC-TV 
WGAL-TV 
Authorized 
WCAU-TV 
Authorized 
WFIL-TV 
W PTZ... 
WDTV 
WJAR-TV 
Authorized 


WMCT 
WSM-TV 
Authorized 


KRLD-TV 
WFAA-TV 
Authorized 
rv 
Authorized 
KPRC-TV 
KGBS-TV 
WOAI-TV 
KDYL-TV 
Authorized 


| KSL-TV 





| A,C,D 
| D,N 
N, D 
A, C, D, N. 
A, 0, D 
A 
D 
C 
N 
N 
A,C, D, N.. 
A,C,D 
|N 
A,C,D,N 
|C,D,N 
Ts... D.. 
A,D 
; C 
N 
| N 
hte 
a 
| C, N. 
| 
ni 
hai alae 
| N 
| A,C,D,N 
| A,N 
| A,C,D,N 
| A,N, D 
1C,D,N 
A,C,D,N 
ic 
A, D 
N : 
1 D, ,~C,N 
A,C,D,N 
A,D,N 
N 
o 
A, D, N 
A, N 
A, C, D, N.. 
A. C, 
N 
N 
A, C, D. 


Network 
affiliation 





Visual 


power ! 


Kilowat 
100 
100 


ts 


on 





Height 


si 


290 


240) 


408 | 





500 | 


1, 200 
941 
1,000 
790 


470 


570 


500 
, 020 
, 000 


, 000 
493 


627 


, 104 
510 
590 


975 


309 


, 003 


650 
, 041 
818 
601 


, O88 


R78 
010 


565 


350 


750 
5 5. 5 


RO 
4 


9 200 


, 270 | 


Estimated 


coverage 


(radius) 


Miles 


85 


40-70 
55 
60 
62.2 
65 


80 
60 


40 


100 
50 


65 


70 
60 
60 


95 
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Present power, tower height, and coverage of 108 prefreeze television 
stations—Continued 





j 
ee 
| er ae Estimated 
City and Stat | Station ie | aoa | Height coverage 
| (radius) 
Virginia | Kilowatts | Feet Miles 
Norfolk WTAR-TV A,C, D 24 1, 049 100 
Authorized 100 
Richmond WTVR N 100 1, 049 | i) 
Washington: Seattle KING-TV A 100 570 125 
West Virginia: Huntington WSAZ-TV A, N, D 100 580 75-100 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee WTMJ-TV A, N, D 100 1, 035 80 
1 Where it is not indicated, authorized power is same as present 
23,500 square 
1 Above sea level 
‘C_P 
6 Under constructior 
¢ 677 ferrain 
’ 


State of Virginia 


Source: Sponsor, Apr. 19, 1954, p. 43 ff. Survey conducted among the 108 prefreeze television stations 
The data is that which the stations submitted. Network affiliation, Broadcasting-Telecasting, May 31, 
1954. 


ExHIBIT 15 


Comparison of network affiliated station rates where there are 8 or more VHF 


stations 
CBS NBC ABC Du Mont 
Albuquerque 250 325 250 (4) 
Atlanta 800 950 725 (1) 
Baltimore 1, 300 | 1, 300 1, 200 (‘) 
Chicago 2, 500 3, 000 2, 200 2, 200 
Cincinnati 1, 200 1, 200 1, 200 (1) 
Cleveland 1, 500 1, 900 1, 500 (1) 
Columbus, Ohio 850 850 800 (1) 
Denver 600 600 500 450 
Detroit 1, 850 2, 000 1, 700 (1) 
Kansas City 1,075 1,075 1, 075 (1) 
Los Angek | 2, 700 2, 750 2, 000 1, 600 
Minneapolis-St. Paul 1,070 1, 150 950 (1) 
New York 5, 500 5, 700 4, 250 | 3, 200 
Philadelphia 2, 400 2, 400 2, 200 (1) 
Salt Lake City 550 550 550 | (1) 
Sin Francisco 1, 500 1, 700 1, 300 | (1) 
| 950 


Washington, D.C 1, 300 1, 350 950 


1 Where there are only 3 VHF stations, Du Mont usually shares time. 


Source: Standard Rate and Data Service, networks, June 10, 1954 
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ExMIBIT 16 


Percent relationship between 1953 broadcast income 


tangible broadcast property for 92 prefreeze VHF 


Number 


Percent of sta- 

tions 

200 and over : 
75 to 200 9 
150 to 175 k 
125 to 150 : a , 
100 to 125 8 
90 to 100 1 
80 to 90 6 
70 to 80 7 
60 to 70 9 
50 to 60 , 9 
40 to 50 6 
30 to 40 - 
2) to 30 6 
10 to 20 ot 2 
1 to 10... 3 
Stations with loss 8 
Total stations ¢ 92 


1 Before Federal income tax 
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and original cost of 
TV stations 
Average per station 

1953 in- Original cost 
come ! of broadcast 
property ? 

$1, 857, 790 $713, 027 

742, 430 391, 630 

1, 009, 036 618, 687 
1, 001, 524 808, 238 

826, 506 705, 903 

2, 292, 631 2, 339, 417 
1, 004, 814 1, 203, 074 

765, 835 

638, 579 

1, O98, 379 

1, 175, 410 

1, 185, 688 

252 1, 063, 086 

, 709 | 1, 169, 912 

825 1, 110, 780 

i 1l4 1, 414, 736 





657, 609 


719, 627 


2 This figure represents the original owner’s cost of the station’s broadcast property when first placed fn 
service, plus additions and improvements since that time and does not reflect any reevaluation of the prop 


erty by a new owner based on the purchase price of the station. 
3 Loss 


4 Excludes 16 TV stations owned by networks 
Source: FCC Form 324. 


EXHIBIT 17 


Income as percent of original cost * 


Population of TV market 


1,000,000 and over 
500,000 to 1,000,000 
250,000 to 500,000___ 
100,000 to 250,000__. 
Under 100,000 


Total... 
Before depreciation on tangible broadcast property income before Feds 


21950 census 
+ Data available only for category “‘Under 250,000.” 


ral income 


tax. 


1952 | 1951 
67 53 
66 48 
87 64 

101 |\ ; 
50 if 58 
73 56 
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ExHrBiT 18 


Average per station investment in tangible broadcast property for 938 TV 
stations, classified by population of 1'V market—1951° 


Average per 


: station in- Average per | . 
Population of TV market aoieneoe: Vestanens mn station | — of 
oe porting * tangible | broadcast i ca 
f , broadcast income 
property # 
al (2) (3) } (4) | (5) 
1,000,000 and over. . 29 $923, 716 4 $488, 000 | 5a 
500,000 to 1,000,000 26 571, 242 271, 000 | 48 
250,000 to 500,000 25 383, 726 | 245, 000 | 64 
100,000 to 250,000 ll 299, 334 ) 
Under 250,000 § 295, 936 171, 000 58 
Under 100,000 2 277, 245 
Total 93 592, 262 329, 000 | 56 


1 1950 census 

? Excludes owned and operated stations of networks 

3 Before depreciation 

4 Averaged income data for markets 1 to 2 million and 2 million and over to conform with investment data, 
# Interpolation for markets under 250,000 to conform to income data available. 


Source: FCC Public Notice 79420, Aug. 20, 1952—Final TV Broadcast Financial Data, 1951, tables 7 and 14, 


EXHIBIT 19 


Average per station investment in tangible broadcast property for 98 TV 
stations, classified by population of TV market—1952* 


Average per station 
investment in tangi- 
| 
| 











Number ble broadcast prop- Average | Income as 
. ents ever _e | of stations erty per station | percent of 
Population of TV market report- cae 2 Se ae broadcast original 
|} ing? | | income? | cost 
| | Original |Depreciated | 
| | cost cost 
| j } 
(1 (2) | (3) | (4) | (5) | (6) 
| | 
Ste we ————_}|—____— aceaibiials | TEE 
1,000,000 and over , 001, 893 $600,331 | $674, 393 | 67 
500,000 to 1,000,000 680, 540 | 427, 243 | 451, 412 | 66 
250,000 to 500,000 | 477, 461 295,839 | 413, 917 | 87 
100,000 to 250,000 345, 237 198, 186 348, 672 | 101 
Under 100,000 313, 454 138, 768 55, 623 | dv 1 
| 
Total 678, 602 412, 597 | 492, 351 | 73 
1 1950 census 
? Excludes owned and operated stations of networks 
3 Before Federal income tax 
Source: FCC Public Notice 93525, July 31, 19583—Final TV Broadcast Financial Data, 1942, table 8b. 
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Exursit 20 
Major sales and transfers of television stations—1949-54 


Dec. 31, 1953: 


te oy Re COE, POs) El} de ere do tbesacbuedsoncex $1 
KXLY-TV, Spokane, Wash., VHF (with eo 1, 750, 000 
KLAC-TV, Los Angeles, Calif., VHF 1, 375, 000 
KAFY-TYV, Bakersfield, Calif., U i” (with AM) 51% perc ent 85, 000 
KFSD-TY, San Diego, Calif., V rr nant . 350, 000 
KFDA-TY, Amarillo, Tex., VHF (75 ~s re ent with AM)... , 550, 000 
WABI-TV, Bangor, Maine, VHF with AM) 50 percent__---- 125, 000 
KCMO-TV, Kansas City, Mo., VHF (with AM) tig ! 2, 000, 000 
KRBC-TYV, Abilene, Tex., VHF (with AM)_____..___--- 2. 500, 000 
KOLN-TYV, Lincoln, Nebr., VHF (with AM) _. htieatie 2 125, 000 
KRTV, Little Rock, Ark., UHF (50 percent—studios) - - - 342, 500 


KDYL-TV, Salt Lake City, Utah, VHF (with AM) 2, 100, 000 
WAFM-TY, Birmingham, Ala., VHF (with AM). _ 2, 400, 000 
WBRC-TYV, Birmingham, Ala., VHF (with AM)____________- 2, 400, 000 
WPTZ, P hiladelphia, Pa., VHF. ‘ . 8, 500, 000 
WTVN, Columbus, Ohio, VHF 1, 500, 000 


1951-52: WBBM-TV, Chicago, Ill. (WBKB), VHF . . 6,000, 000 
1952: WMBR-TYV, Jacksonville, Fla., VHF (with AM) 2, 470, 000 
1951: WLWA, Atlanta, Ga. (WSB-TV), VHF channel swap 525, 000 
Resold 2 years later below eatantiet . 1,500, 000 

1952: 
KPHO-TYV, Phoenix, Ariz., VHF (with AM) ; 1, 500, 000 
KOB-TV, Alburque rque, N. Mex., VHF (with AM) ___- u * 900, 000 

WCCO TV, Minneapolis, Minn., (WTC N-TV), VHF. aie (5) 

KOTY, Tulsa, a _... 2,500, 000 
Resold May paella paisa ceableny Sg _.. 4, 000, 000 

1951: 
WOR-TV, New York, _ Mi VEP Crith AM oi eave 6 4, 500, 000 
KEYL, San Antonio, Tex., VHF... Se octet ee tt AE et 1, 050, 000 
WOW-TYV, Omaha, Nebr., VHF ON 7 2, 525, 000 
KHJ-TV, Los Angeles, C alif., CRIS VI, Vili ncncnas<s 2, 500, 000 
WOOD-TV, Grand Rapids, Mich. VHF (form WLAV 1, 382, 086 

1950: 
KNXT, Los Angeles, (KTSL), VHF. -.-..........-......--- 3, 600, 000 
KFMB- TV, San Diego, Calif,. VIEW iGith ADB)... n«cusne<sde« 925, 000 
Resold 1953 yf RR Daa deh enamide pgp cegeriny, elon me ile 3, 150, 000 
ee ne eS SU Ly Sites Rae tit aA oS 633, 330 
WTOP-TV, Washington, D. C., V MR de BL UIUC S UG A 1, 400, 000 


KPRC-TV, Houston, Tex. (KL EE- TV), V HF 
WFAA-TV, Dallas, Tex. (KBTV), VHF 
1949: 
KING-TYV, Seattle, Wash. (KRSC-TV), VHF____-_--.-_---- 375, 000 
ROOhS 26 percent inte, eel oo oc bc des eede cele 375, 000 
1953: 25 percent rebought 450, 000 
! Plus long-term debt up to $450,000. 
2 Plus about $500,000 in debts. 
* Plus about $300,000 in obligations. 
‘ Including net quick assets of $300,000. 
§ Stock. 
® Plus 10 percent stock and 25-year lease—$315,000 per year. 
’ Including assets surplus $7 2 ),000. 


740, 000 
575, 000 


Source: Television Factbook, No. 18, Jan. 15, 1954, pp. 37, 38. 


Senator Porrer. Mr. Chisman is from WVEC-TY, of Norfolk, Va. 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS P. CHISMAN, WVEC-TV, NORFOLK, VA. 


Mr. Crisman. My name is Thomas P. Chisman, and I appear here 
in behalf of Peninsula Broadcasting Corp. which owns and operates 
UHF station WVEC-TYV, located in Hampton, Va. Our station 
serves the whole Norfolk are: 

I should like to state that I am not a member of any UHF associa- 
tion or committee. I speak here today only for Station WVEC-TV, 
which I manage and in which I am a stockholder. 

Peninsula Broadcasting Corp., which owns WVEC-TYV, has been 
in the broadcasting business in the Hampton and Norfolk area since 
1948. We operate radio station WVEC, also located in Hampton. 
It was, therefore, only natural that we should enter the field of tele- 
vision. 

It was apparent to us, however, that if we filed for a VHF channel 
we would be involved in a long hearing which would prevent us from 
bringing television service to our area for a ‘ period of time. Ac- 
cordingly, we filed for the UHF on July 14, 1952. Our application 
was granted on February 4, 1953. We immediately began construc- 
tion and we have been operating WV EC-T' since September 1953. 

When we decided to apply for the UHF, we felt confident that we 
could get a network affiliation since there was only one other television 
station in operation in the large and importont Norfolk-Hampton- 
Portsmouth-Newport News area. Our confidence was not misplaced. 

The National Broadcasting Co. entered into an affiliation agreement 
with us whereby we could bring NBC television service to this area on 
a regular basis. We are a basic affiliate of the National Broadcasting 
Co., and we have the usual 2-year contract of affiliation, running until 
January 1956, 

At the outset of our operation, it became obvious to us that our big- 
gest job was one of education. We had to educate the people of our 
area as to the nature of the UHF and the nature of conversion. I 
should like to make clear that this process of education was and con- 
tinues to be a gigantic job. The lack of information and the amount 
of misinformation which eo: have about UHF is unbelievable. 

In cooperation with the National Broadcasting Co., a large-scale 
program of promotion of UHF was instituted by our station. It was 
the largest UHF promotion for a city of our size conducted any place 
in the United States. It was so effective that it even aroused the ire 
of the existing VHF station which had a television monopoly on our 
area for so many years. To indicate the kind of job we did, I can tell 
you that WVEC_TV together with NBC, has spent more than $100,000 
in promoting UHF television. I might add that NBC has never shown 
any reluctance in endorsing or promoting UHF in the Norfolk area. 
To me, at least, they have shown complete confidence in the ultimate 
success of UHF stations. 

After about 7 months of operation, we have lost in the neighbor- 
hood of $100,000. But we believe we have made great progress; we 
are now making money, and we are not concerned about the future, 
with the exception of one big “if.” 

UHF cannot be sold short in one part of the country without being 
sold short throughout the country. If we had made a million dollars 
from UHF, we still could not stand idly by and play ostrich while 
UHF, as a system of television transmission, was permitted. to. die. 


+. Spe AMR IS oe 
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We think both this committee and the Federal Communications Com 
mission should make clear to the public that there can be no full and 
truly comprehensive system of television broadcasting in the United 
States without UHF and that UHF is here to stay—period. 

There are many ways in which this committee could indicate to the 
public the importance of UHF. One positive way would be to instruct 
or recommend to the Commission that it cease adding VHF channels 
to areas not allocated those channels in the sixth re port. Some per 
sons would, by using phantom cities, attempt to squeeze in a VHF 
channel here and there. One such request which would affect our 
community is now pe nding before the Commission. 

It would not surprise me if none of the members of this honorable 
committee has ever heard of the community of Princess Anne, Va. 
Princess Anne, Va., is a literal crossroads, in effect marking the place 
on an automobile map where two roads meet.. Princess Anne has a 
population of about 250 persons. It has, however, a country post 
office. Having found a post otlice, some Norfolk people have now 
proposed to the Commission that this post office should be used as a 
basis for assigning VHF channel 18 to the Norfolk area on the osten 
sible basis that it 1s assigned to Princess Anne. 

We have to go out of New Bern, N. C. They have channel 13 
allocated. 

Senator Porrer. We have three members of the Commission here 
that heard your statement. So we will take some cognizance of 
Princess Anne. 

We think that this committee should make clear its disapproval 
of attempts to subvert the Commission’s allocation plan by adding 
VHF channels to phantom cities as a device for curing the problem of 
the UHF. If channel 13 is added to the Norfolk area on the pretense 
of being assigned to this phantom community of 250 persons, UIHF in 
the Norfolk area will be dealt what may well be a death blow. Not 
only would the UHF operator suffer, but the many thousands who 
have gone to the expense of converting to receive the UHF will have 
in effect been defrauded by the adoption of a policy which would dis 
regard the effect that new VHF assignments have on existing stations. 

We feel that the Commission would be completely derelict in it 
duty to both the public and UHF operators who have spent large 
sums of money in an effort to promote the UHF—if it should permit 
the addition of VHF channels based upon pretext assignments to 
phantom cities. 

I know of no immediate cure for the problem facing the UHF 
broadeaster today. I do know of one change which, if made today, 
would insure more and better television for the entire country in the 
not too distant future. I think that the Commission should imme 
diately rule that color television will be permitted only on UHF s 
tions. I would like to explain the background in arriving at this con 
clusion. 

I would like to get away from the statement for a moment. 

Senator Porrer. Surely. 

Mr. Cutsman. This is not an original idea of mine. In 1950, 
when Wayne Coy was Chairman of the Commission, Chairman Hyde 
was a member of the Commission, and Commissioner Hennock and 
Sterling, Jones and Walker, and another one, I believe. After they 
had finished with the color proposal, and before they got the alloca- 
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tions I believe it was Commissioner Jones who proposed what I am 
proposing now. 

There were technical reasons why it was not adopted at that time. 
I have reason to believe that Commissioner Jones and Commissioner 
Walker and Commissioner Hennock would have favored at that time 
the placing of color television in the UHF. They believed, and I 
believe now, on the basis of good, sound engineering and legal advice 
that there is sufficient room in the UHF channels for this to take place. 

When any change in the rules affecting radio or television stations 
is considered, the public must first be considered. Today there are 
30 million television sets in the homes throughout the country. These 
sets have a life expectancy of approximately 5 years. This means 
that within the next 5 years there will be a complete turnover of all 
television sets in the country. With the advent of color, the turnover 
of these sets will be appreciably increased since the present television 
sets cannot receive color transmission. In effect, what we have here is 
the second opportunity to start from scratch in the development of 
television without any injury or cost to the public. The first oppor- 
tunity was muffed when the Commission adopted an intermixture 
plan. Color need not be—and should not be—intermixed. 

If the Commission were to switch color to the UHF frequencies 
today, the manufacturers would immediately step up their research 
in the UHF and immediately put UHF in all color television sets 
and, since they must be competitive, UHF receivers in the television 
sets would be priced in line with the VHF sets only. 

I understand some manufacturers have said they will do this. But 
the proof of the pudding is in the eating. I’d like to see them really 
producing, not just in pilot models. 

Those viewers who in the next 5 years do not buy color sets could 
for a very nominal fee convert their present sets to UHF and con- 
tinue to receive, in black and white, the color transmission. I say 
nominal fee because I am positive that within the next 3 years UHF 
receivers will be just as far advanced, if not farther, than VHF re- 
ceivers are today; the price will be down, and there is a good chance 
that no antennas will be needed by the set owner. 

The VHF operators may raise a question concerning comparative 
coverage. I think the Commission should make it clear at this time 
that while this change will be made in the next 5 years, those stations 
desiring to hold off on the change can continue to broadcast black and 
white for 5 years on VHF and may wait before taking any action 
on the UHF until the one megawatt transmitter is available. Thus 
they would lose no service area presently covered. 

I think it is basically wrong when a man builds something to tell 
him to tear it down, particularly when it is so widespread today, and 
it is providing a service which would have to be serviced with B cov- 
erage if forced to reduce the power. 

The cost to the viewer would be practically nothing since it is my 
opinion that the viewers all over the United States will follow normal 
economic trends and buying habits in replacing their sets at least once 
in the next 5 years. Those who do not desire color could still buy an 
all-band VHF-UHF set. There may be a question raised as to why 
a viewer should have to buy UHF-VHF if it is not necessary. Once 
again, I say that the competitive situation in the television-set business 
will make all sets competitive, and the viewer will not have to pay a 


penalty for buying UHF-VHF. 
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There is a term that the engineers use—and dirty; and that is the 
way they will make them to be competitive, regardless of whether it is 
UHF or VHF. They will bring the price down within the reach of 
all those people. 

Senator Porrer. Isn’t it true that there are so many people moving 
from one locality to another, there might be one locality where they 
are serviced by a VHF station; and they have a television set they 
maybe paid $400 for; and they will move to another locality where 
they are serviced by a UHF station. Particularly if we could have 
removed the tax on the UHF receivers, it seems to me that would be a 
big impetus to set manufacturers to include this all-channel tuner in 
the new sets. 

Mr. CutsmMan. That is particularly true in my own area, where there 
xre over 100,000 military personnel and their families; and they are 
constantly on the move. They come in to buy a VHF and UHF set if 
they don’t already have one. But those people move to another area 
and their service is still limited to one station. 

Senator Porrer. What is the percentage of conversion that is taking 
place in your area ¢ 

Mr. Cutsman. The American Research Bureau says 38 percent; 
and I don’t buy their figures at all. I never have; I never will. I don’t 
think it exceeds that by. a great deal. I think they are probably 10 per- 
cent short. 

They were 10 percent short when I could prove I had 28,000; and 
they said it was something ’way under that 

Senator Porrer. Doesn’t that affect your advertising ? 

Mr. Cuisman. Absolutely. I would not have lost $100,000 if it had 
not affected it. 

This would be particularly true if the tax on all-channel sets could 
be removed. 

Now, let’s look at the broadcaster’s expense. Here again, I contend 
that the broadcaster would pay practically nothing additional for the 
switch to UHF. Most broadcasters today are going to color eventually 
and if they go to color at the same time they go to UHF the outlay is 
considerable. It is an e xpenditure, however , that they must make and 
would make during the normal course of business in the next 5 years. 

Those who have VHF ¢ equipment now could take advantage of their 
amortization schedule and write off the VHF equipment in the next 
5 years. If the present tax structure does not permit as rapid a write- 
off as this, then this committee should recommend to Congress that 
it change its tax regulations to permit this step to be taken. 

Some persons who have appeared before this committee have de- 
fended the intermixture of UHF and VHF stations in a market on 
the ground that the same situation exists today in radio; 250-watt sta- 
tions and a 50,000-watt station existing in one market. However, such 
an argument overlooks the basic fact that all radio receiving sets to- 
day can receive any radio station—no matter what its power is—broad- 

casting between 550 and 1600 kilocycles. Thus, the 250-watt station 

with good programing can get just as many listeners in his prim: ry 
area as a 50,000-watt station. That is not so in television when UHF 
and VHF are mixed, and conversion is necessary. 

There has been a great deal said about a nationwide ‘competitive 
television system. I think this phrase is completely overworked and 
the real meaning has been lost. Most telecasters and most people think 
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of this competition in the terms of dollars. However, the competi- 
tion which I visualize is not confined to dollars; it also relates to tele- 
vision’s obligation to the public to serve its social, economic, and politi- 
cal needs. 

It has been a common experience in radio for the large 50 kilowatt 
stations to give a general overall service, while the small 250-watt 
station particularizes on the communities social, economic, and politi- 
cal interests. A system of mixed VHF and UHF television stations, 
where communities and whole areas are dependent on outside tele- 
vision stations for coverage is completely inadequate. Stations which 
are 40 and 50 miles away cannot possibly serve the social, economic, 
and political interests of all communities within their coverage area, 
and a burden is placed on the viewer when he must, to receive a station 
in his own area, go to an external conversion, or a system that is not 
completely comparable to the signal received from the outside market. 

There is little equity in the mixed system we have now, and if this 
committee fails to take strong corrective steps, this matter will come 
back to haunt you, or your successors on this couiillitten 10 years from 
now. I do not consider that this is a problem that can be laid at the 
doors of the networks, or placed solely in the hands of the operators 

This is a situation that has been thrust upon us by an error made 
several years ago when the theory of intermixture was adopted. Today, 
we not only have UHF and VHF, but a third and revolutionary factor. 
That factor is color, and if we make the same mistakes in color today 
that we did in black and white 2 years ago, we will have bungled our 
last opportunity to correct a very difficult problem. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green is from the little State of Texas. Mr. Green is with 
KNUZ-TV of Houston, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF LEON GREEN, STATION KNUZ-TV, HOUSTON, TEX. 


Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Leon Green. I am part owner of KNUZ-TYV, located in 
Tiouston, Tex. First, I want to thank you for this chance to testify 
before this subcommittee of the United States Senate. We are grate- 
ful to you for holding these hearings. We hope from the matters pre- 
sented in this forum that there may be a better understanding of the 
problems confronting those broadcasters who operate television sta- 
tions on what are commonly called the ultra-high frequencies. 

I have been connected with radio for the —_ 5 years. Prior to our 
venture in television, we operated KNUZ, as an independent AM 
facility in Houston, and enjoyed a fair measure of success. Our com- 
pany is known as Veterans ro: adeasting Co., and derives from the fact 
that four veterans of World War II, returning from combat areas, 
pooled our resources and applied to the Commission for a franchise to 
operate an AM station. Since October 1953 we have operated KNUZ-— 
TV, on channel 39, in Houston, Tex. 

In preparation for the hearings before your subcommittee, I have 
made several trips to New England, and the Midwest, in addition to 
areas in the Southwest. I have personally visited many operators of 
UHF television stations, and viewed their operations firsthand. I 
have been in communication with all UHF stations. All or prac- 
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tically all, UHF operators find themselves in the same situation. Too 
few sets converted for UHF, too little power, and too few network 
programs, 

These conditions do not arise by virtue of any one circumstance, 
but rather by reason of a i combination of factors. If one can gen 
eralize, it might be said that our problems are economic, but that 
might be said of many businesses. 

However, UHF television has never tasted the fruits of economic 
success, and it may well be that a business with great potential good 
for the American people will die aborning before it ever even learns 
to walk. There are approximately 40 UHF television stations in this 
country at this very minute whic h mi cy not be operating 60 days from 
now unless some action is taken to relieve the situation. We aren’t 
going through a period of readjustment or recession—we never have 
experienced a boom, or even a short period of good business. 

There are approximately 40 UHF stations which are experiencing 
economic difficulties. Most of these stations are holding on by the 
skin of their teeth—just waiting to see what will be the result of these 
Senate hearings. 

Kach of these stations represents an investment averaging about 
$300,000 or $400,000, or a total investment of approximately $16 
million, in the stations alone. These 40 stations serve several million 
people. If we consider the investment of the listening public of 
approximately $200 million—added to the $16 million used to put 
these 40 stations on the air—you get some idea of the magnitude of 
the money put into UHF by your const ituents. 

I believe that this subcommittee can take notice of the fact that the 
two major networks in this country have now reached the point in 
their monopoly where they have a life-or-death str: angle hold on tele 
vision stations, both VHF and UHF. Even in the AM field the 
basis of affiliation with the two major networks was never realistic. 
Long-time affiliates of the networks were able successfully to block 
the affiliation of other stations upon the ground that the area proposed 
to be served already received service from the first station, when, in 
truth and in fact, the listeners in the area could no more tune in the 
station than they could fly to Mars. 

It is commonly recognized in radio circles that the two big networks 
are not interested at all in affiliations except in the first 100 cities of 
the country. This means that the rest of the country who want to 
watch Bishop Sheen or Jack Benny can either put the mselves up an 
expensive antenna which will pick up the distant station, or just move 
into a larger city. If they get the network program from the dis 
tant city, their chances of getting local programs from a local station 
are almost nil, because the local station cannot telecast local programs 
without the help of some network programing. 

The people are getting a little bit tired of having to rely upon dis- 
tant cities for programs which they should be getting from stations 
in their own area and which are more likely to be responsive to their 
needs and tastes. 

It has already been called to the attention of the subcommittee that 
UHF stations, which have, through their ingenuity and resources, 
been able to get on the air first in their community and ‘obtain a net- 
work affiliation, have been compelled to sit by powerless while their 
network programs are lost to new VHF stations coming on the air. 
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The networks refuse to grant UHF stations the normal term con- 
tracts—it’s either take a short-term deal which the network can ter- 
minate or nothing. 

So, the UHF, out of necessity, signs up the network and helps build 
up the audience, only to lose it when VHF comes along. ‘There can 
be no question but what the Federal Communic: 1tions Commission 
has utterly failed in bringing about the intended truly competitive 
television system. 

With the network it’s a matter of dollars and cents—they have no 
public interest in whether people in any area will be able to get a 
variety of programs which include a combination of national net- 
work and local programs. ‘The networks are not concerned with the 
so-called white areas—the vast sparsely settled parts of this coun- 
try—inhabited by people who are just as good Americans, and en- 
titled to the same rights, privileges, and benefits, as people in the 
heavily populated markets. In hundreds of such areas the people 
are denied, by reason of geography, the opportunity to view many 
of the great shows produced for television. 

If the FCC can’t or won’t do anything about it, then the Congress 
should step into the picture. 

I am not a lawyer. But I understand that section 307 (b) of the 
Federal Communications Act of 1934 provides that the Commission 
must insure an equitable allocation to all the States and communi- 
ties of television channels. I am sure they tried to do just that by 
their sixth report. ‘The question now arise: Did they succeed in car- 
rying out this mandate of the Congress. 

With 40 UHF television stations about to go on the rocks—with 
experienced businessmen unable to compete in the market place—I 
seriously question the wisdom of the Commission’s allocation plan. 
And at this point, I’d like to add that the great majority of these men 
who received UHF grants are men of past radio experience—-men 
who know broadcasting. 

The FCC is chi irged with the responsibility of carrying out the 
laws as passed by the C ongress. ‘They have been described as an 

“arm of the legislative branch.” Are we holding these hearings today 
because the Commission has completely and successfully carried out 
its responsibilities ? 

On the contrary, we are here today because the Commission’s efforts 
have failed—the purpose of a television allocation plan has been and 
is being frustrated. It may be that the present plan could work— 
theoretically. But the realities of the situation have prevented it, 
and the attitude of the two major networks are two of the realities. 

Even the manufacturers have added their bit to the plight of UHF. 
It is said that it is much easier to build a TV set with VHF only— 
and that it can be made to sell cheaper. The public will buy a set 
which is cheaper—and most of the public never realized when they 
bought these thousands of sets with VHF only that they would ulti- 
mately be obsolete because they couldn’t get the programs of all the 
stations allocated to their towns. But that didn’t seem to trouble the 
manufacturers. After all, if the public did not become too inquisitive, 
they could sell the poor sucker another set with UHF, or a converter 
which would cost him $40 or $50. 

Most of us, when we bought our first radio sets, kept those sets for 
many years. And they served us well. Today, there are literally 
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thousands—yes, millions—of TV sets in the homes of this country, 
bought within the last year, which are at least partially obsolete be 
cause they cannot receive the stations assigned to their towns. 

I don’t need to call attention to the fact that one of the major net- 
works is a subsidiary of a company which is probably the largest 
manufacturer of TV sets. If that network had really intended that 
its network programs should be seen on UHF stations as well as VHF 
stations, it should not have had too much trouble persuading its par 
ent to manufacture only all-channel receivers. 

I would like to pose a very simple analogy to what the manufac 
turers have been doing in regard to VHF -only sets. If the Commis 
sion tomorrow were to open up 50 more kilocycles for more AM sta 
tions above the present AM band in order to provide 300 or 400 more 
AM stations throughout the country, you can well imagine the how] 
that would go up if the manufacturers continued to make new sets to 
receive only the present AM band. 

Specifically, 1 respectfuly recommend that the Congress take action : 

To require a complete freeze on grants for new VHF T'V stations, 
and on the allocation of additional VHF channels. 

To require TV stations, allocated to a particular city, to locate 
their transmitter sites near the principal city, and not attempt to place 
their transmitter sites near other cities in an effort to draw advertising 
revenue from the second city. 

3. To require TV stations to establish studios only in the cities to 
which their channels are assigned. 

4. To adopt Senator Edwin Johnson’s bill for the removal of excis¢ 
taxes from UHF receiving sets. 

To adopt Senator Bricker’s bill, S. 3456. 

To require immediate reallocation proceedings having the pur 
pose of eventually eliminating the inequalities existing between VHF 
and UHF stations where the two classes of stations will be in compe 
tition with each other. 

It is my belief that if President Eisenhower knew of the present 
serious threat to nationwide competitive television service, and of the 
possibility that 40 UHF stations may soon close their doors, he would 
certainly try to see that such a calamity will not happen during the 
regime of the Republican Party. 

Senator Porrer. We have enough calamities as it is. 

Mr. Green. Remember, gentlemen, there are millions of people who 
ste and to lose an investment, of approxim: itely 200 million dollars in 

UHF. Through these hearings, the Congress has clearly recognized 
that something can and should be done to prevent this threatened 
calamity. You have shouldered the responsibility to do something 
effective to stop the threat to nationwide competitive television service. 

There is now widespread whispering in the trade, recently prompted 
by those who want no change in the status quo to the effect that these 
hearings will result in nothing to help UHF. TI, for one, have implicit 
faith that this subcommittee sincerely desires to and will, take prompt 
and vigorous remedial steps. 

Senator Porrrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Green, for your state- 
ment. 

Do you want the other part of your statement put in the record ? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. That additional part of the statement will be put 
into the record. 
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(The additional statement of Mr. Green is as follows :) 


In view of the importance of the policy questions presented, I believe it is 
appropriate to submit to this committee comments filed by KNUZ Television Com- 
pany, licensee of UHF station KNUZ-TYV, with respect to the unfair competitive 
situation presented by a Galveston VHF station that has been permitted to 
operate as a Houston station. A copy of the comments submitted by KNUZ 
lelevision Company in Federal Communications Commission proceedings, Docket 
No. 10989, is attached hereto. 


BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Docket No. 10989 
In the Matter of Amendment of Section 3.658(b) of the Commission’s 
Rules and Regulations 


COMMENTS 


On behalf of KNUZ Television Company (hereinafter referred to as “KNUZ”), 
licensee of television station KNUZ-TYV, channel 39, Houston, Tex., the following 
comments are filed in support of the Commission’s proposed rule. In support 
thereof, it is stated: 

1. Although KNUZ supports the proposed rule which, in its opinion, will to 
some extent be helpful, KNUZ nevertheless desires to make clear that this pro- 
posed rule, while it may to some extent aid, it can in no way cure the unfair 
competitive situation which has arisen in the city of Houston by the Commis- 
sion’s failure to deny the application for modification of construction permit of 
KGUL-TV (a VHF station), Galveston, Tex., to move its transmitter site to a 
location which has enabled it to place a primary signal into the city of Houston. 

2. On April 30, 1954, the Commission released its memorandum opinion and 
order (FCC—54-564; 4807) granting the application of Spartan Radiocasting 
Company, Spartanburg, 8. C. (File No. BMPCT—2042) over the protest of two 
UHF stations, one located in Greenville and the other in Anderson, 8. C. By 
this application for modification of construction permit, the Spartanburg per- 
mittee sought authority to move its transmitter site in order to enable it to send a 
primary signal into Greenville and Anderson, 8. C. In its memorandum opinion 
and order granting that application, the Commission grounded its reasons for 
granting that application (over objections) upon the following statement: 

“The instant application meets the requirements of the Commission’s rules 
with respect to minimum signal required to be placed over Spartanburg * * * no 
substantial reasons have been advanced by the objecting parties which would 
justify refusal to grant the subject application at this time, particularly in view 
of the fact that all of the allegations of the petitioners are concerned with the 
intentions of the applicant and since the petitioners have offered no substantive 
proof in support of such allegations, but only speculations, inferences and pre- 
sumptions which we do not believe can properly be drawn from the application 
itself or from past actions of the applicant.” 

3. The Commission's decision in the Spartanburg case, supra, is but another 
recent example of the Commission’s failure to recognize as an incontrovertible 
fact that section 3,685(a) of the Commission’s rules which was designed to 
restrict television stations to one principal city by the requirement of a minimum 
signal strength, has proven impotent in achieving that objective. In contrast 
to the recent example of the Spartanburg situation, however, which the Com- 
mission believed to be buttressed upon mere speculations, inferences, and pre- 
sumptions, KNUZ, Houston, Tex., now comes before this Commission as a living 
monument of the same type of Commission decision, where the Commission 
refused some time ago to recognize the impact of permitting KGUL-TV (a VHF 
station) Galveston, Tex., to invade the Houston market. Thus with this lapse 
of time and its resulting experiences, KNUZ can now translate into facts what 
has heretofore been characterized as inferences, speculations, and presumptions. 

Upon information and belief KNUZ alleges the following facts: 

A. If the Federal Communications Commission had not allowed KGUL-TV, 
channel 11, of Galveston to move its transmitter to a location which enables it 
to place a primary signal into the Houston market, KNUZ undoubtedly would 
have the CBS network, or at the very least the ABC network. As it is, the two 
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VHF channels serving Houston, chhnnel 2 (KPRC), which is allocated to 
Houston and is the NBC outlet, and 4hannel 11, have both CBS and ABC tied up 
to the point where KNUZ cannot obtain even shows which are not now being 
aired by either of these stations. It is KNUZ’s understanding that CBS has an 
exclusive 2-year contract with KGUL-TV covering the Houston area, and KNUZ 
has been told by ABC that their arrangement is as follows: KPRC, Houston, has 
first choice of ABC programs; KGUL-TV, Galveston, has second choice on those 
KPRC cannot clear. KNUZ was told that it could have third choice of any 
shows not wanted by the two VHF outlets provided KNUZ could sell the adver 
tising agencies on buying a UHF station. The ABC network made it clear it 
would make no sales effort in KNUZ’s behalf. 

B. The DUMONT network, which found itself with virtually no outlet for its 
programing also refused to give KNUZ a basic network affiliation on the ground 
that its sales department could not force agencies to buy a UHF station. DU 
MONT’s top commercial shows are on KGUL-—TV, and KNUZ has been relegated 
to DUMONT’s sustaining programs for which it must pay and which it attempts 
to sell on a participating basis. 

C. While the proposed rule limiting exclusivity might help some, in the case of 
KGUL-TV, such a rule will not make any material difference, ABC and Du 
Mont do not now have exclusive contracts with KGUL-TYV, but they might as well 
have, since the availability of a VHF outlet to carry some commercial shows effe¢ 
tively blocks KNUZ from obtaining those top commercial network shows which 
are valuable as audience builders 

D. KGUL-TYV from the beginning has considered itself a Houston station. not a 
Galveston station Its major sales effort has been in Houston, not Galveston 
It spends large sums on billboards in Houston, bus-card advertising, full-page 
advertisements in Houston newspapers, and on other promotion. It has recently 
concluded a lease with the Prudential Insurance Co. of America for a full floor 
in Houston's newest and most modern skyscraper building. Very elaborate stu 
dios are planned in this new Houston building, and it is further understood that 


KGUL-TY plans to move its main business and sales offices there Compared to 
its very modest Galveston studios and offices, these Houston quarters are plainly 
the main offices and studios, where KGUL-—TYV's local programming and sales 


efforts will be concentrated 

EK. Standard rate and data lists four salesmen in Houston offices of KGUL—TY 
none are listed in its purported main studios in Galveston. 

Fr. In the background of all this, it must be borne in mind that KGUTI-TV’s 
transmitter is so located that relatively few Galvestonians can receive its sig 
nal without the same elaborate types of antennas which are necessary to re 
ceive the signal in Houston. By invading the Houston market with its signal, 
Galveston has been placed in a sort of fringe area by KGUL-TY, and the peo 
ple of Galveston have in effect been deprived of a local station. They must 
make a heavy investment in antennas to receive a usable signal. They are 
but little better off in this respect than if they had no local station and were 
wholly dependent upon Houston stations. 

G. KGUL-TV carries very little local Galveston advertising and virtually 
no local Galveston programing. This is entirely due to the emphasis which 
KGUI-—TYV places on Houston. Because it is geared to compete in a great metro 
politan market of more than a million population, it must operate on a scale 
which makes its advertising rates out of reach of all but a handful of Gal- 
veston, and that when it is mentioned on I. D. slides it is in such small type 
it cannot be read and frequently is so located that it does not even show on 
most TV screens 

H. For the period April 22-28, 1954, KNUZ monitored the programs of KGUL 
TV. Based upon these monitoring reports which will be submitted to the Com 
mission upon its request, a total of only four Galveston merchants used the 
facilities of KGUL-TV. With these few exceptions, all other advertisers were 
either national or Houston advertisers. 

5. In view of the foregoing facts, it is the position of KNUZ that the Com 
mission’s failure to recognize the impotency of section 3.685 (a) of its rules in 
limiting television stations to one principal community greatly outweighs the 
benefits which might under some circumstances be achieved by the proposed 
change of the Commission’s rule on network territorial exclusivity. Insofar as 
the Houston situation is concerned and based upon KNUZ’s past experience, it 
is evident that the proposed change in the network territorial exclusivity rule 
will merely improve KNUZ’s legal position in any effort which it may make to 
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invoke the antitrust laws against the network companies and KGUL-TY. From 
a practical standpoint, however, it can be anticipated that the networks will 
merely repeat to KNUZ what they have said in the past, vis: “We just can’t 
force advertisers to take you.” It is therefore clear that the network companies 
will either make no contract at all for Houston, or, if they do, they will make 
no effort to sell a UHF outlet, such as KNUZ, but instead will rely on their 
nonexclusive Galveston contract to cover that market. Again, it is emphasized 
that these expectations are not based upon inferences, presumptions, or specula- 
tions. but upon KNUZ’s past experience. Accordingly, it is respectfully re- 
quested that the Commission in adopting its proposed rule on territorial network 
exclusively, at the same time issue a notice of proposed rule-making modifying 
section 3.685(a) of its rules to require a substantial increase in the minimum 
signal strength now provided for, in order to eradicate completely the impotency 
of that rule in limiting television stations to one principal community. 


Respectfully submitted 
KNUZ TELEVISION Co., 
By Marcus Coun, CoHN & MarKs, 
Attorneys 


May 3, 1954 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Merryman. 

Mr. Merryman is with the Southern Connecticut and Long Island 
Television Co., Associates of Bridgeport, Conn. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP MERRYMAN, SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT & 
LONG ISLAND TELEVISION CO. ASSOCIATES, BRIDGEPORT, CONN. 


Mr. Merryman. I would like to begin by extending my thanks to 
you and the committee for the privilege of appearing here and pre- 
senting my thoughts on this most intricate and complicated problem. 

Senator Porrrer. We are very pleased to have you here. We ara 
anxious to have the best views of every person who can throw some 
light on this complicated subject. 

Mr. Merryman. Thank you, Senator. I am not sure that my own 
are the best views. I assure you they represent my own best thinking. 

Senator Porrer. That is important. 

Mr. Merryman. I would like to divert for just a second to apologize 
to the gentlemen at the press table. I came down here with the press 
statement. I had 25 copies of it and I had intended to testify from 
notes. I still do. But I decided to write a press statement; and 
after I got through with it I decided it was such a good, succinct 
statement of my position that I ought to put it in the committee’s 
record. So it will be available to them. I will have additional copies 
made. 

Senator Porrer. That is the press statement ? 

Mr. Merryman. That is labeled press statement. 

Senator Porrer. Do you plan to read the statement ? 

Mr. Merryman. No. Iam going to testify from notes. 

Senator Porrer. Well, without objection, your statement will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(Press release statement of Philip Merryman is as follows :) 

The present intolerable monopolistic conditions in the television broadcasting 
industry stem directly from the FCC's regulations and the rigid allocations 
system adopted by that body in 1952. This allocations system could be char- 
acterized as an engineer’s dream which ignores the broad social and economic 
facts of our democracy. Had the two networks which monopolize national 
television broadcasting devised their own plan of allocating designed to con- 
solidate and perpetuate their monopolies, they could not have conceived an 
allocations system better suited to their purposes. 
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I have frequently stated in public that television broadcasting has a greater 
destiny and a greater obligation to the preservation of our democracy than does 
a mere purveyor of goods and services. It has a social obligation that far out- 
weighs its economic significance 

In the worldwide ideological struggle for men’s minds, television broadcasting 
could and should be the public communications Medium most effective in uniting 
our democracy against the aggressive attacks of the cynical prophets of commu- 
nism. It also has an obligation to take the leadership in solving such national 
social problems as juvenile delinquency. 

This can best be done by insuring for each community throughout our land 
the opportunity for its own television station or stations. These objectives of 
our democracy can best be achieved at the local community level, and unless 
something is done to remove the artificial restraints on local television broad- 
casting now embodied in the regulations of the FCC they cannot be realized. 

Looking toward the elimination of the present inequities and a’ long-term 
solution to the general problem, I made these recommendations to this committee 
last May 20: 

The recommendations are divided into two categories; those looking toward 
immediate relief for television broadcasters, and those looking toward a long- 
term solution of the entire television industry’s problem. The recommendations 
made for immediate relief were as follows: 

1. That the Commission rescind its rule against the use of directional antennas 
for allocation purposes in the VHF-TYV frequencies. Should this rule be relaxed, 
WICC could operate on channel 6 and thus could provide an immediate tele 
vision service to Fairfield County. I am sure that similar grants could be made 
in many other important cities in the United States. WICC-—TV is preparing 
to file with the FCC for channel 6, 

2. Recommend to the Small Business Administration that they relax their rule 
against extending relief to companies engaged in public communications to the 
extent of taking first mortgages on buildings of UHF television stations when it 
can be shown that reasonable mortgages are not otherwise obtainable. 

3. I recommended support of Senator Jobnson’s bill proposing to eliminate 
the 10 percent excise tax on all-channel television receivers. Thus, the retail 
price of VHF only and VHF—-UHF television receivers could be equalized at 
the retail level 

1. I recommended support of the Commission's proposed rule to eliminate 
exclusive area affiliations between television stations and networks. 

». In view of the controversy over whether the 70 channels in the UHF tele 
vision frequency spectrum could support a national competitive television broad 
casting system, T recommended that the FCC present to the subcommitte when 


it reconvenes, an allocation plan for television stations using only UHF fre 
quencies. 
Looking toward a long-term solution of the television station allocations prob 


lem, I recommended that : 
l. That color television broadcasting be restricted to UHF stations only. The 


public at the present time has approximately 86 billion invested in VHF tele 
vision receivers. It would obviously be impractical to discontinue VHF broad- 
casting on an immediate cutoff basis However, to receive color television a 


completely new television set must be purchased If color television broadeast 
ing is authorized for UHF only, we will not at some future date find the public 
with $12 billion invested in a television broadcasting system which is insuffi- 
cient for our country’s needs. In other words, let’s prevent the situation which 
arose early in 1952 when the FCC found it could not institute a UHF only al 
location because, at that time, the public had some $3 billion invested in VHF 
only television receivers 

2. In order to prevent undue economic injury to the existing VHF broadcasters, 
I suggest that they be authorized to operate a companion UHF television station 
and thus implement a gradual fransition to TUF broadcasting only 

I would now like to make two further recommendations 

1. That a 3-year depreciation writeoff for tax purposes of undepreciated in- 


vestment in VHF technical equipment be granted each VHF television station 
that elects to operate a companion UHF television broadcast station 
» 


2. That the present mileage separation for VHF television stations on adjacent 
channels be eliminated. 

This plan is painless to the public and fair to existing VHF stations. It will 
if adopted solve the present difficulties in television broadcasting as a public 
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service. ; Within 2 years, the present 10 percent conversion nationally could in 
my opinion be increased to 50 percent, and within 3 years to 80 percent. Within 
o years, the transfer to UHF should be virtually complete. 

Mr. MerryMan. I do intend to refer back to a statement I filed on 
my previous appearance of May 20, at which time I made these recom- 
mendations which are essentially the same today except that I have 
added two new ones which implement the previous position. 

Now, I have been quite pleased at listening to the testimony here 
today from my fellow broadcasters in UHF. I was particularly 
pleased with Mr. Kohn’s statement to the committee. It seemed to 
me that it was a very statesmanlike presentation. 

Senator Porrer. He made an excellent presentation. 

Mr. Merryman. And that he touched on many of the things I 
wanted to talk about. He has already talked about them; so I will 
just skip over them very briefly. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the basic trouble here is 
that we have an allocation system which does not present to the broad- 
casting equal opportunity. I feel that the basic solution to be found 
is some way of equalizing those inequities. 

I don’t mean by that, as the previous witness heretofore stated, that 
we and the other UHF broadcasters here are like the Communists; we 
want everything equal and everything divided up betweeen us with- 
out the result of individual effort. I think that Iam a promoter of the 
philosophy of free, private enterprise. I believe in competition. I 
don’t believe in artificial supports or subsidies of any kind to affect 
your competitive ability. 

But I also don’t believe that artificial restraints on competition 
should be imposed so that those of us who are trying to serve the pub- 
lic in the best way we know find ourselves against apparently insur- 
mountable handicaps. It seems to me that the basic conflict here—the 
basic reason for the conflict is a misconception of the philosophy on the 
part of the Federal Communications Commission itself. 

If you will examine Chairman Hyde’s testimony, he told you that 
priority No. 1 of the Commission in coming out with the allocations 
of 1952 was to provide at least one television service to all parts of the 
United States; and then he set up his priority No. 2 to provide—I 
sav he; I should say the Commission—to provide each community with 
at least one television station. 

I was pleased to hear Mr. Kohn say this morning that conclusions 
should be on the allocation of the communities which are really the 
basic safeguards of our nation; that they should not be based on the 
needs of networks or the needs of the larger cities to the exclusion of 
the smaller cities’ rights to have this facility. And I submit at this 
time, Mr. Chairman, that those priorities should have been reversed : 
and had they been reversed, we would not be in as difficult a situation 
as we are at the present time. 

The very fact that priority No. 1 talks ‘about service to all of the 
people of the United States sets out the condition whereby you justify 
the monopolistic coverage that was given to the VHF stations, and 
that directly led to the monopolistic situation we have today. And 
this present intolerable monopolistic condition in the television indus- 
try stems directly from the ICC allocations system adopted by that 
body in 1952. 

Now, this allocation system, in my opinion, should be characterized 
as an engineer’s dream which generally ignores the broad social and 
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economic facts of our democracy. And I think that further, in my 
opinion, had the two networks which monopolize the national tele 

vision broadcasting devised their own plan of allocating stations, 
designed to consolidate and perpetuate their monopolies, they could 
not have conceived an allocation system better suited to their 
purposes. 

I have frequently stated in public that television broadcasting has 
a greater destiny and a greater ob lig ration to the preserv ation of our 
democracy than does a mere purveyor of goods and services. It has 
a social obligation that far outweighs its economic significance. 

In ae worldwide ideological struggle for men’s minds, television 
broadcasting should and could be the public communications medium 
most effective in uniting our democracy against the aggressive attacks 
Ol the cy nical prophets of communism. 

It also has an obligation to take the leadership in solving such 
national social a lems as juvenile delinquency. This can best be 
done by insuring for « ach community throughout our land the oppor 
tunity for its own television station or stations. 

These objectives of our democracy can best be achieved at the local 
comm nity level, and unless some thing is done to remove the artificial 
restraints on local television broadeasting now embodied in the regu 
lations of the FC( ’ they cannot be realized. 

Now, an allocation system 1s not solely an en oineering problem. 
It is also a social and economic problem. And, moreover, it is about 
as complex a problem in distribution as one can find. But we find, 
with those complex problems before the Commission, the attempt to 
solve at the source all of the economic and social problems in.the dis 
tribution of stations, that we have what must now be apparent to the 
members of this committee, a miserable failure. 

We have an allocation system that sets up 7 stations in New York 
City, and none, for ex: imple —and I use my own city as an example— 
in the 36th 1: argest market in the United States. We find that we have 
sts ations assigned to post offices. 

And, all i in all, Mr. Chairman, it is not a good economic solution, nor 
one Which apparently will meet the social prob lems. And I think this 
is a problem that concerns not only the people in the UHF industry. 

What is important to you and your committee is not the difficulties 
that we in Bridgeport have in competing in this television field, or 
the difficulties that Mr. Kohn will have in Allentown, or the difficul- 
ties Mr. Green has in Houston, or Mr. Chisman in Norfolk. What 
is important, it seems to me, is that we have here a system for the dis 
tribution of the public’s property in spectrum space which is not 
equitable to all people of the United States; and we all should look 
together for a solution of that problem. And I think it is a problem 
for the VHF broadcasters also and the networks who are largely af- 
filiated with the large VHF stations. I think it is a problem to them 
because competition is the essence of our economic system and our 
democracy; and without competition—which we certainly don’t have 
under this system—if we continue the monopolistic conditions that 
exist at the present time, I think that both the networks and the larger 
stations must face the possibility that there will be Government regu 
lation of their activities and possibly even regulation of the program 
presentations. 
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Now, in that connection, I would like to comment and to cite what 
happens when money becomes the all-powerful thing: 

Last May 31, during the interim in this committee’s meetings, the 
President of the United States made an address of international sig- 
nificance at 9:30 in the evening. Now, certainly, I don’t need to recite 
here the great problems that are facing our administration, and our 
Republic, in the present situation in international affairs. I don’t 
need to recite the necessity for constantly impressing upon the minds 
of our people that these problems exist both internally and externally, 
and that they must be thinking about those problems and uniting to 
meet them. 

Yet we find, at 9:30 on Monday night, May 31, when the President 
went before the television cameras to give the people of the United 
States his thoughts on the international and national problems at that 
time, we find that only channels 5 and 7 of the New York stations 
were carrying that program. 

Channel 5 is the Dumont Television Network—key station in New 
York; and channel 7 is the key station of the ABC network. 

Of the other 2 networks, NBC carried a recording of the program, 
a filmed recording of it, at 11:15 at night, and a large share of the 
population had gone to bed; and CBS carried the program at 11:30 
at night. 

Now, let’s take a look at what the programs were that were so im- 
portant on these two monopolistic networks that could not carry the 
message of the President to States when he was trying to get a mes- 
sage across to our American people. 

On CBS we find Red Buttons. And here is a description of the 
program contained in this program digest : 

Red Buttons appears as a country bumpkin, raspberry buttons, in a half-hour 
musical comedy. The show has original music, as well as parodies on popular 
tunes 

That was what CBS thought was more important than the Presi- 
dent. of the United States. 

Here is what NBC thought was more important : 

“Once Upon a Time”—this is Montgomery Presents— 

Once Upon a Time: A bridal couple stand in their receiving line. As the 
guests pass by the bride and groom look into the faces that recall the days of 
their courtship, and the people they might have married, if— 

Now, obviously, if they continue that type of programing, it is 
not meeting their public service obligations and if they don’t meet 
the public service obligations then, of course, Federal regulation of 
some type will be required. 

Senator Porter. The other two carried it live? 

Mr. Merryman. The other two carried it live. As we did in our 
channel 43 in Bridgeport. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, getting back to this allocation system, in 1945, 
at a time when there were only seven television stations in the United 
States operating, and they were all operating at terrific losses, 1 testi- 
fied before the Federal Communications Commission. At that time 
people were saying—people in the industry—that it took a city of 
a basic population of 500,000 to support a television station. 

I didn’t believe it; so I took the stand and—and I was then the 
director of facilities, development and research for the National 
Broadcasting Co.—I took the stand and testified that, in my opinion, 
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400 cities would have their own television stations within 10 years 
And I said that television stations could be supported in towns hav- 


ing populations as little as 25,000. ‘a : he 
This is a pamphlet entitled “Television Dollars and Sense.” 
Senator Porrer. Would you like to have it made a part of the 


record / 
Mr. MerryMAn. I would. ; 
Senator Porrer. It is made a part of the record at this point. 
(The pamphlet “Television Dollars and Sense” is as follows :) 


TELEVISION DOLLARS AND SENSE 


By Philip Merryman, Director, Facilities Developments and Research, 
National Broadcasting Co. 


Reprinted: Radio Age, July 1945 


At the beginning, I want to make it clear that I have no “prevision” on tele 
vision. I have looked at the facts—learned by experience while developing 
sound broadeasting—and I have examined most of the evidence available, good 
and bad, concerning the problems we expect to meet in television. From these 
explorations I have drawn the conclusions that follow. 

It is not my purpose to argue with anyone regarding the technical standards 
for television. That is a mental blind alley that yields little comfort to the care- 
less thinker. For instance, I prefer to let the public decide whether six megacycle 
black-and-white television is satisfactory. Mr. and Mrs. Public will make the 
ultimate decision anyway. The pent-up demand for postwar television is appar- 
ently so great that it will reach floodtide as soon as new sets appear on the 
market. If we are to deprive the public of these sets we need very convincing 
reasons. King Canute could not stop the tide. It is Just as foolish to believe 
that television can be withheld from an eager public. 

One fact is certain—a television picture cannot be evaluated in the same terms 
as an oil painting. Television pictures were not intended to grace the walls of 
world’s art galleries. They were created for the specific job of bringing into 
homes the public meeting places, the living, vital, instantaneous reproductions 
of the pictures and sounds associated with interesting human or natural events 
wherever they may occur. Any attempt to evaluate television picture on any 
other basis leads to fundamental errors of interpretation. 

Flawless image is objective 

Of course, the television industry will not be content until it achieves a picture 
as flawless as nature itself but this ultimate goal cannot be reached through 
laboratory research alone. Like the automobile its final perfection will be 
attained only after millions of people have contributed to its improvement. The 
names of the engineeers who have devoted major efforts to the development of 
television can be counted by hundreds—perhaps by thousands—but the names 
of the program, advertising and businessmen who have devoted creative thought 
to the development of a television service can be counted on the fingers of two 
hands, Television’s real progress as a public service will begin when thousands 
of such men think constructively on television’s problems. 

Yet all the constructive thinking in the world will not carry television forward 
unless labor offers a full measure of cooperation. This failure to evaluate the 
future possibilities of television in terms of its present status is particularly 
evident among organizations that have the greatest stake in the ultimate place 
of video art in the entertainment field. 

Orderly progress in television is dependent on far more than the initiative of 
broadcasters. They cannot do the job alone. They must have the sympathetic 
support of all factions concerned. With little financial return from their pioneer- 
ing activities at this time, any additional burdens the television companies are 
forced to bear because of the extreme demands of labor groups might easily re- 
tard the extension of the service to the public. 

A little commonsense will show that it is not a “something for nothing” attitude 
on the part of broadcasters. Television is willing to pay a fair price for contrib- 
uted services during the present developing stage but if supporting costs are lifted 
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so high that resources aré threatened, the industry will face a critical situation 
that could easily be its Waterloo 
Television producing companies take the stand that labor should be content to 
grow with the industry in the same way that broadcasters expect to develop it 
and the advertisers to use it. There must be fair play and generous treatment by 
nceerned if television is to become a national medium of entertainment with 


consequent opportunities f iss employment 


AT ties with tele ston 

Last October in testimony before the Federal Communications Commission I 
stated that I believed television stations could be supported in towns having popu- 
lations as low as 25,000. I submitted cost and operations statements to support 
my contention I can now expand that statement to say that it is my belief that 
within 10 years more than 400 cities in the United States will have television sta- 
tions, all operating at a profit 

Unfortunately, sound broadcasters have been led to believe that the installation 
and operation of television facilities entail a very considerable outlay from the 
start. This is not so. Television programing can be started in a small way and 
expanded as receiving sets and commercial sponsors increase. How this can be 
done is suggested in the illustration on page 5. The objects shown in heavy out- 
line are those that would form the nucleus of a studio. The lighter figures are 
those that would be added as the scope of the station’s programs is extended. It 
will be seen that one operator, handling cameras and lights by remote control, 
would be sufficient for simple productions By retricting their movements to the 
areas outlined, the actors would always be within the focus of the camera. The 
latter, once adjusted, would then operate unattended throughout the performance, 
eliminating need for an operator at each camera. 

A studio arrangement such as the one shown here, supplemented by one or 
two 16-millimeter motion pictur projectors, would comprise all essential equip- 
ment for a start As program time is increased and additional studio space se- 
cured, the transition from these limited facilities to those that will be required 
eventually could be carried out in gradual and logical steps. 

Now what about the other advertising media—newspapers, magazines, car- 
cards, billboards, direct mail and so on? I predict that all of these media, includ- 
ing sound broadcasting, will be more prosperous than ever, even after television 
becomes commonplace. It has been the history of advertising that no new form 
ever completely displaces the older ones. On the contrary, history reveals that 
the resulting increased volume of advertising increases the distribution of goods 
and services so that the overall national wealth is increased. 

setween 1927 and 19438, for example, newspaper circulation increased from 63 
million to 82 million and magazine circulation mounted from 36 million to 63 
million. This was the period during which broadcasting was growing most rapid- 
ly. There is no fundamental reason why this experience should not be repeated 
with television even though television should prove to be the most powerful ad- 
vertising medium devised by man 

I believe that there must be a new program format developed for television 
just as sound broadcasting had to devise its own program technique. This is not 
intended to imply that audiences around New York do not like the programs they 
see now. They do, most emphatically, but we can and will improve the service 


Cannot copy older mediums 

Television programs cannot simply ape the older forms of entertainment if 
they are to fulfill their promise. Although the scope of program material avail- 
able to television broadcasters will be fully as great as that now available to 
sound broadcasters, the technique of presentation must be different since the 
television broadcaster will be presenting pictures themselves—not just sounds 
which create mental pictures. The technique of the stage will not be suitable 
since television will use the world for its stage and the usual fifty- by a hundred- 
foot space behind the footlights will be only a small fraction of its area of 
activities. Nor can it be the technique of the movies, because television will 
broadcast events as they happen. Furthermore there can be no takes and 
retakes which, after the final cutting, may lie ia cans for months before they 
are released. No, television’s technique must be Cifferent from any entertain- 
ment technique yet developed and the genius who pgerfects it is probably still 
unaware of the part he is to play in its development. 

Recently, the British Broadcasting Corp. announced that its postwar tele- 
vision service expansion plans are based on the use of its 405-line standards. 
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This decision did not exclude the possibility ot rapid development of a higher 
definition television system. It simply recognized tlat if the British public is 
to have immediate postwar television service it weuld have to start with six- 
megacycle black and white pictures. That should be the program in the United 
States. No one questions that television techniques will improve as time goes 
on, but that improvement will be made for 6-megacycle television as well as for 
18- and 20-megacycle television. We don’t know how long it will take to develop 
20-megacycle television. We do know that we can plan postwar television on 
the six-megacycle basis and every rule of common sense tells us that we should 
go ahead on that basis. 

In 1927, when broadcasters went to the White House to broadcast a speech by 
the then President Calvin Coolidge, a truck was needed to transport the equip- 
ment Today one man with one suitcase can carry the necessary equipment 
for a Presidential address into the Presidential Mansion. In 1927, we had 
cumbersome, unattractive and expensive radio receiver sets. In 1941, we could 
purchase better sets for $19.95. With all the ingenuity, originality, and pro- 
gressive thinking the collective brains of the broadcasting industry can bring to 
bear on television’s problems as soon as television becomes an established serv- 

it is inevitable that we shall see progress just as rapid and as revolutionary 
as we have witnessed in sound broadcasting. 

Television seems destined to bring regularly to all America the best in Amer- 
ican culture. Later we may exchange programs with the rest of the world. 
The social and economic effects of thus broadcasting information and enter- 
tainment will be considerable. Socially, because television will enlarge mental 
horizons of people in all walks of life; economically, because it will increase 
the demand for goods and services so that national employment will be enlarged 
and national income increased. I look forward eagerly to the rapid release of 
materials to the communications industry so that we can get on with the job. 

Mr. MrerrymMan. However, I did not visualize at that time in 1948, 
there would be a freeze on the development of the television industry 
which would last for 4 years; and I never visualized that after a 4- 
year freeze, while we were studying the problems of providing a com- 
petitive national television system, that we would come out of that 
with a more monopolistic system than that which we went into the 
freeze. 

Senator Porrer. Could you visualize the coverage of one station 
when you prepared this? 

Mr. MerryMan. I was thinking in those days, as we all were, in the 

5-mile maximum coverage area for a television station. 

7 dee it seems to me that some of the thinking that has gone into 
our allocation system is based on a misconception of costs of installa- 
tion and operating a television station. I said in 1945 that I thought 
television stations could be supported in cities of 25,000 population, and 
I still do. That is, provided there is set up a fair op Rorenasy for 
stations in such cities to compete. Without it, of course, it will not be 
possible. 

It seems to me, also, that in this allocation system there has been a 
little too much preoccupation with the welfare of the networks. In 
the history of sound production, networks were extremely important 
in the early part of the broadcasting history. It was almost impossible 
for 2 sound broade -asting station to exist without. network relations. 


That is not true today. 


And, in fact, independent stations not affiliated with networks today 
usually have larger audiences than the network stations themselves. 

In television today, it is important for stations to have network ser- 
vice. We have network service on our own stations. The programs 
of the American Broadcasting Co. and an occasional program from Du 
Mont. Without such programs we would not be able to exist. 

We have been refused program service by both NBC and CBS 
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gut this preoccupation with the ability of the networks to set up 
their system seems to be a matter of secondary importance to that of 
seeing that each community throughout our land has its own television 
service. When we built our television station in Bridgeport, we knew 
we'd have competition from 7 stations in New York, and 1 in New 
Haven. But we felt, and still feel, that our community is entitled to 
own its own television service. We established that station 15 months 
ago. We are still operating it; and we expect to continue operating 
it no matter how much money we use because we are going to give our 
city a television program service. 

We are suffering losses. We are down now where we have two em- 
ployees on our television payroll. And we are paying the out-of- 
pocket expenses of the television station from the profits of the radio 
station, which, incidentally, is having far more competition than does 
the television station. That is, insofar as the programs coming in 
from the outside is concerned. That is not what we are afraid of. 
We will compete with any of their services insofar as furnishing the 
programs for our community is concerned. What we are concerned 
with is that our sound station is available to 100 percent of the cities 
in the area, with television service available to 10 percent; and the 
situation is not improving too rapidly. 

Now, politics has been mentioned here. I would like to touch on 
it briefly. The area I have talked about in the State of Connecticut 
happens to be a congressional district. There is no way that the can- 
didates of that congressional city can communicate by television with 
their fellow Americans. 

One of the gentlemen who preceded me mentioned that CBS had 
increased the rate to $6,000 in New York. CBS has increased it to 
$6,200—that is, for the class AA time. Obviously, no candidate for 
public office can afford to pay for the service in order to reach Fair- 
field County, which this station is serving. They can’t reach them 
from the VHF stations in New Haven because all the antennas are 
turned around and pointed to the seven stations in New York, and 
they don’t look at the New Haven stations. 

That is $6,200 an hour charged by the New York station. If we had 
sold just 3 one-half hour programs a month at those rates, that would 
support the operation of our television station in Bridgeport; and 36 
half-hour programs sold per year at that rate, would support our 
operation for another year. And from IDS and the 20-second spots, 
we could make a very handsome profit, probably more than we will 
ever make on the station in Bridgeport. 

But the big thing is that UHF appears to carry a stigma in the 
public mind. There is the necessity for them to buy a converter; in 
many other cases, a large percentage of the cases, there is necessity 
for putting up an antenna on the outside. So it is something different. 
It is UHF instead of VHF; and it must be a little bit inferior to VHF; 
so the public finds it hard to believe that we are going to give them a 
better program service than the alien services arising from the outside 
of our community. 

And then there is a continued effort on the VHF station operators 
to employ superior VHF stations, and that news gets around all over 
the area, and tends to substantiate this inherent belief on the part of 
the public that there is something inferior about UHF. 
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We have presented a program service in Bridgeport. We don’t 
tuke a back seat to anyone as to the type of service we have rendered 
during the 1953-54 season—the educational year. We presented over 
this station five separate college courses for credit in cooperation with 
in independent university in Bridgeport called the University of 
Bridgeport. ‘Two of these programs dealt with English literature; one 
of them with economics; one with music appreciation; and one with 
sociology. 

Now, we were giving the public educational television, and we were 
viving it to them at no cost, because the private university has no sub- 

idy of any kind, and neither does our television station. We have 

‘xhausted the approach to local programs in our efforts to arouse the 
public need for these services that we are trying to give them. And 
we always run up against this factor of the cost of getting our channel 

13 over the existing receivers. 

Now, we should not have to be in that situation, because Fairfield 
County, as I said, is the 36th in population. It is the 37th most popu- 
lous area in the United States. It is the 37th in number of families. 
It is the second in per capita income and family income in the United 
States. And we rate 28th in retail sales in the United States. 

This market was originally assigned channel No. 1 under the allo- 
cations prior to 1947. Then when channel 1 was deleted and turned 
over to the mobile service, it was taken away from Bridgeport, and 
no VHF was reassigned. So if we were going to serve our area with 
the television service, we had no choice but to operate a UHF station. 
And we have been doing that for a 15 months’ period. 

There is another commercial UHF assigned to the Bridgeport area. 
here was a CP granted to it; but the owners, after watching our ex- 
perience, let the CP lapse, and that channel is now unassigned. 

Now, there has been a great deal said here about the effect of this 
competition; and I would like to pinpoint it just a little bit. In a 
statement I left with your committee on the 20th of May, I included, 
as appendix F, a letter from J. von Volkenburg, then president of 
CBS television. 

Now, Bridgeport is located 50 airline miles from New York City. 
And we had an order for the Jack Carson show in May or June of 
1953, after we went on the air, before this unfavorable climate toward 
the economic accidents of UHF had been set up—we had an order 
for that program. And it was filed in the Chicago office of CBS, and 
transmitted to the authorities. The sponsor of the program that was 
advertising the program wanted our channel 43 in Bridgeport. CBS 
refused to take it because they said we had no network affiliation with 
them. I have, of course, tried to get an affiliation, quite unsuccessfully. 

So, I wrote a letter to Frank Stanton, who is the president of the 
CBS station—not just the televsion network—and he had Mr. J. von 
Volkenburg reply. I would like to draw your attention to Item No. 3 
of his letter, in which he says: 

Field Strength Measurements indicate that WCBS-TYV delivers a median field 
of approximately 60 db u. (1 MV/M.) in Bridgeport. We believe this is an 
adequate signal. 

Now, this is one of the most populated industrial cities, 50 miles from 
New York City. Chairman Hyde stated that in his presentation that 
the reason for the increase in the power and the antenna height of this 
station was to insure better coverage of these areas. 
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Yet, here we are in Bridgeport, where sets are backed up against 
factories in some places, and we are getting a grade A signal from this 
station in New York 50 miles away. 

Now, vou notice, Mr. von Volkenburg uses engineering terms, with 
Vl hic ly news not fam liaa So th S repre sents the Opmion of CBS engi- 
eering department. 

And then in Item No. 4, Mr. von Volkenburg says: 

Supporting the adequacy of the WCBS-TYV signal in your area, the Nielsen 
Coverage Service shows WCBS TV with an evening circulation of 95 percent of 
the television homes in Fai rfic ld County. In fact, it shows that 82 percent of 
these homes watch WCBS-TYV on 6 or 7 nights a week 

Now, you have heard the testimony here previously of Mr. Kohn 
that 40 miles as being the edge of the A area. That is not the edge 
area designed to sup ee areas which have large segments of industry, 
such as we have in Bridgeport. That is the area which controls largely 
suburban or rural types ‘of residence. 

They have another designation for covering the indust rial sections 
of the « ity, which they eall the employment contour, which is con- 
siderably closer to the station than is the limit of the A area. And here 
we are 50 miles from New York. I think that will give vou a pretty 
good picture of what the coverage of these stations is. 

Now, in that connection, I would like to submit another exhibit here. 
I will give it to you in j just a minute. 

I did not pick nay sts ition because it happened to be WSAZ-TV 
Huntington, W. Va. I picked it because it is illustrative of a atbhed 
that exists here that has been talked about at some le ngth today. But 
I would like you to look at it and I would like to put it in the record. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, it will be a part of the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. Merryman. Now, if you will read the caption at the top above 
the map, you will see that it is labeled : 

“Three Prime Trading Areas in WSAZ-TV’s Big Coverage Core.’ 

(nd then when you re ad underneath, it sé ays: 

While WSAZ-TV’s 100,000 watts on channel 3 actually covers 5 States and 
114 counties, the heart-shaped area circumscribed in the map below represents 
the station’s primary coverage. Within this primary area are 3 flourishing urban 
trading areas totaling over 700,000 people. In approximate population, these 3 
areas break down this way: The Huntington-Tri-State area 275,000; Charles- 
ton-Great Kanawha area, 335,000, and the Portsmouth area, 120,000. Also within 
the primary but not spotlighted on the map is another important trading cen- 
ter—Parkersburg—which WSAZ-TYV offers in this relation as merely one of 
its bonuses in audience coverage. 

Now, I have not measured out the mileage on that map; but cer- 
tainly they claim that they cover three important trading areas; and 
they give another one away free. 

I believe, in the previous session of your committee, there was a 
UHF station over here from Parkersburg, which was trying to tell 
you the problems it had there; and of course, with this station which 
carries the programs of all four networks, the gentleman from Parkers- 
burg had quite a time convincing the National Advisory Committee. 

Now, the Portsmouth area at the present time supports two radio 
stations. It is assigned one UHF station on channel 30. That UHF 
is going to have little chance of success. I don’t believe anybody has 
applied for it. 
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And m ¢ harleston, which is the largest city among those men 
tioned, there are tive radio stations. That city has assigned l VHF 
ant d l | HF; and ] UHF, educational, station. 

From the network cover: age they are ge tting from Huntington, they 
will be in a lot of trouble. 1 don’t know whether they have applied to 
appear here. But it is one thon tah t that Is ap pare nt, as an observation. 

Now, 1 thought it was quite significant that in the first session of 
your committee, the appearances he sre were largely on behalf of UHF 
stations. I did not think there was much interest or concern with this 
problem; and, certainly, whep the association meeting for which you 
in Ch icago, it was demonstrated 





adjourned the he aAriIng 
there was no great concern with the people controlling the industry ; 

because they didn’t have one single subject of UHIF on the C hicago 
meeting. 

Chey did not discuss it in their open meeting, nor in their engineer 

o meeting, which was a sub diary pa rt of it. 

7 here were something like 25 technic al papers presented. There 
was not one presented dealing with the problems of UHF television 
broadcasting. But there were 13 papers dealing with the subject of 
color television. 

ld like to put that in the record. It is entitled: “Technical Pape r 

Sena Por rer. It is now made a part of the official files of the 
committee. 

Mr. Merryman. I think that a lot of your appearances that will 
follow after 1 get through, will be from the VHF stations: and they 
seem to be of the opinion that we in the UIIF are particularly attack- 
Ing them. 

\s I tried to say before, it is not a matter of attacking anybody, 
trying to take something away from someone. What we are talking 
tbout here and attacking here is a national problem with social and 
economic significance to the future of our country. 

Now, Sponsor magazine secured from the pioneer TV stations infor 
matic regarding their activities and their history, and they pub 
lished it all in short form, which you have before you. And T would 
like to submit that for the record. I think it might be useful to the 


committee 1m studying the presentation of these VHF 1 roadcasters, 
Senator Porrer. Without objection, it will be made a part of the 
official files of the committee. 
Mr. Merryman. I think one pertinent thing to call your attention 
to is that Mr. von Volkenburg, I think, called attention to the manner 


which VHF operators delayed going into the business. It was obvi 
ous that those 60 that went in in 1949 and 1950 and 1951 were waiting 
to see how the competitive situation shaped up before they put their 
money on the line. 

So these averages here, I don’t think reflect the true situation. But 
there is an item in the summary which says that when they started 
out the starting time of the hourly rate was $250; and in 1952 it was 
$728; and in 1954 it was $920. This is a very good history of the tele 
vision industry which comes from Sponsor magazine. 

Senator Porrer. This will be made a part of the official files of the 
committee. 
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Mr. Merryman. There is one more aspect of this situation I would 
like to touch on; and then I'd like to get on to a brief discussion of 
the recommendations. 

It appears there is developing now a situation which we had not vis- 
ualized, where the monopolistic situation existing in the television 
broadcasting industry is beginning to have its effect on the AM broad- 
casting industry. I have my statement—the original statement, show- 
ing the efforts that we have made to get national business; and the 
frustration we have had. That letter was not written for the purpose 
of introducing into the testimony. It was a part of the regular busi- 
ness, and I presented it because ; was informative. 

[ have some additional letters I’d like to put in. 

This one is dated May 24, addressed to our sales manager, subject : 
Cashmere Bouquet (Colgate-Palmolive-Peet). 


Dear Manning: Subject account used spot radio during 1953, however, all spot 
radio was canceled at the end of last year and money which would normally have 
gone into spot radio for the year of 1954 was allocated to the network TV show 
the Big Payoff. The additional cost of adding stations to the Big Payoff net- 
work was the reason why spot radio was canceled. Unfortunately, they do not 
contemplate going back into spot radio in the near future. 


On May 25, subject: Veto (Colgate-Palmolive-Peet) : 


Dear Manning: Effective January 1 all Veto spot radio was canceled in order 
to help pay for the Mr. and Mrs. North network radio program and the Strike It 
Rich daytime TV network program. 

Aside from Halo which you are currently carrying there is practically no Col- 
gate business on the loose from the national spot standpoint. Their expanded 
TV network coverage has required all the money they can get to pay for the 
additional facilities and unfortunately spot radio has taken a beating. I cer- 
tainly do not agree with this philosophy but with their recent cost of TV they 
had to steal the money from somewhere. Kindest regards. 


This one is May 25: Subject: BAB-O. 


Dear Manning: Early last year BAB-O used radio. 

Dancer, Fitzgerald Sample took the account from Benton & Bowles March.1 
of 1953 and they let in many cases existing radio schedules run to conclusion. 
After these radio schedules expired any further activity in the broadcast field 
was confined to TV. The account is very shortly going off the air and they do 
not plan to do anything during the summer months either on TV or on radio. 
Their plans however do call for the reinstatement of TV only beginning about 
September 1 or mid-September. In short, all future money will be confined to 
TV instead of radio. 

This one is dated May 25. Subject: Lipton Ice Tea. 

Dear Manning: Lipton Ice Tea will use nothing but TV for the eastern area 
this coming campaign. They are buying TV spots on WNHC-TYV in New Haven 
plus 2 or 3 stations in New York City including the CBS and NBC stations. The 
only markets where radio will be used this year will be in non-TV markets. 

Now, there is an indication of the trend of the radio stations taking 
their money out of radio and putting it into this monopolistic tele- 
vision setup. So that it appears that we may well have the radio- 
broadcasting industry from the national standpoint threatened by the 
continued existence of this monopoly, as well as the UHF stations. 

Now, when I appeared before the committee on last May 20, I made 
a series of recommendations. I divided these recommendations into 
two categories: Those looking toward immediate relief for television 
broadcasters, and those looking toward a long-term solution of the 
entire television industry’s problem. 
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The recommendations made for immediate relief were as follows: 

|. That the Commission rescind its rule against the use of directional 
antennas for allocation purposes in the VHF-TYV frequencies. Should 
this rule be relaxed, WICC would operate on channel 6 and thus could 
provide an immediate television service to Fairfield County. 

I am sure that similar grants could be made in m: ny other impor- 


tant cities in the United States. WICC-TV is preparing to file with 
the FCC for channel 6. 


») 


2. Recommend to the Small Business Administration that they re 
lax their rule against extending relief to companies engaged in public 
communications to the extent of taking first mortgages on buildings 
of UHF television stations when it can be shown that reasonable mort 
gages are not otherwise obtainable. 

And there are some exhibits in the back of my testimony. 

Senator Porrer. That is part of the record. 

Mr, MerryMan. My third recommendation was the support of Sen- 
ator Johnson’s bill proposing to eliminate the 10 percent excise tax on 
all-channel television receivers. Thus, the retail price of VHF-only 
and VHF-UHF television receivers could be equalized at the retail 
level. 

No. 4, L recommended support of the Commission’s proposed rule to 
eliminate exclusive area affiliations between television stations and 
net works, 

No. 5. In view of the controversy over whether the 70 channels in 
the UHF television frequency spectrum could support a national com- 
petitive television broadcasting system, I recommended that the FCC 
present to the subcommittee when it reconvenes, an allocation plan for 
television stations using only UHF frequencies. 

[ would like to add a sixth short-term recommendation, and that is 
that the present mileage of adjacent channels be eliminated. I think 
the testimony from the receiver manufacturers show that that mileage 
separation on adjacent channels is not necessary. 

Senator Porrer. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Merryman. I mean you cannot only operate on channel 4 and 
channel 2 on New York; but you can put No. 3 in some other city, like 
Bridgeport, where it was needed more. 

Senator Porrer. Without any interference / 

Mr. MerryMan. Without any interference to the existing receivers. 

Looking toward a long-term solution of the television station alloca- 
tion problems, I recommended that : 

That color television broadcasting be restricted to UHF stations 
only. . 

The public at the present time has approximately $6 million in- 
vested in VHF television receivers. It would obviously be impractical 
to discontinue VHF broadcasting on an immediate cutoff basis. How- 
ever, to receive color television a completely new television set must 
he pure hased. If color television broadcasting is authorized for UHF 
only, we will not at some future date find the public with $12 million 
invested in a television broadcasting system which is insufficient for 
our country’s needs. In other words, let’s prevent the situation which 
arose early in 1952 when the FCC found it could not institute a UHF- 
only allocation because, at that time, the public had some $3 million in- 
vested in VHF only television receivers. 
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». In order to present undue economic injury to the existing VHF 
broadcasters, [ suggested that they be authorized to operate a com 
panion UHF television station and thus implement a gradual transi- 
tion to UHF broadcasting only. 

I would like to make one more long-range recommendation, and that 
is that a three year depreciation writeoff for tax purposes of unde- 
yreciated investment in VHF technical equipment be granted each 
VEL television station that elects to operate a companion UHF tele- 
vision broadcast station 

Now, this plan—and I have used my best Judgment in preparing 
it—it seems to me is painless to the public and it is fair to the exist- 
ing VHF stations. It will, if adopted, solve the present difficulties 
] tele, sion broadcast ng as a public service. And I predict that 
within 2 years the present 10 percent conversion nationally could, 

Vv opinion, be increased to 50 percent and within 3 years to 80 
percent. Within 5 years the transfer to UHF should be virtually 
complete. 

Now, that may sound like an optimistic prediction; but the co 
lateral benefits of coming out with this type of a program for the 
development of the television industry in the United States would 
extend not only to color television receivers that the public will have 

HF or VHF, but it would extend also to the 
existing receivers the public has. 

UHF would take on a new stature, a new dignity, a new feeling on 
the part of the public ot substantiality. Someone said prey lously the 
manufacturers would intensify their research or problems of UHF 


to be buying for either | 


eq pment so. ln a short time, without having to Impose govern 
regulation on the programs we would find these problems 


melting away by setting up a really competitive free enterprise sys- 
tem 1 televisio } broad isting. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your statement, Mr. 
Merryman. 

We had planned on hearing Mr. Brown as the next witness. 

Is Mr. Brown here ? 

[ understand that you prefer to testify tomorrow ? 

Mr. Gorvon Brown. That will be much preferable. I will need 

formation that I don’t have now. 

senator Po rer. That will be fine. 

We will adjourn until tomorrow at 9: 30 a.m. 

(Whereupon, at 5:10 p. m., the hearing was recessed to 9:30 a. m., 
Wednesday, June 16, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 2 ON COMMUNICATIONS OF THI 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.¢ 
Phe subcommittee met at 9:42 a. m., pursuant to call, in room G-16 
of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter, chairman of the subcom- 
ittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Bricker (chairman), Potter, “choeppel, Bow 
ring, and Hunt. 
\lso present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, 
counsel for the subcommittee. 
Senator Porrrer. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Before we hear from any witnesses, I have several communications 
hich I would like to make a part of the record at this point. 
The communications referred to are a# follows :) 
JUNE 10, 1954 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
nate Office Building, Washington 25, D. ¢ 


\iy DEAR SENATOR: I note with considerable interest, the proposal to shift 
television to the UHF channels over a period of years which was made at 
the hearings of your committee recently I understand that the committee 


sked if this were feasible, in view of the fact the total number of channels 
would be reduced to 70 

If you delve into the record of the 1949 hearings, you will find that former 
rCC Chairman Coy and I proposed such a shift at that time—I might add, in 
rder to avoid the present TV mess, which was clearly foreseeable 

rhe pressure for “color TV now” by a majority of the Cominission plus the 
pressure from the big producers of TV receivers who wanted to exploit every 
market as rapidly as possible, quickly squelched this proposal 

For your further information, I developed an allocation plan, using UHF 
channels exclusively, which is part of the FCC record. I think you will find 
that this plan will provide more than adequate coverage on an all-UHF basis 

While such a shift will cause great pain in the circle of the entrenched net 
vork operators, it will resolve the difficulties mentioned by Dr. DuMont in pro 
viding for four network programs Further, it will reduce the cost of television 
receivers to all consumers because production can be concentrated on UHF 
receivers onlv. 

It will further reduce receiver and antenna installation costs in areas where 
mixed VHF-UHF reception is now necessary These costs exceed $50 pet 
eceiver. It amounts to nothing more than an unwarranted tax on millions of 
people, a tact I pointed out in 1949 

While the subject of color television has as yet received little attention in the 
present hearing, I would like to suggest that if such a change is made it would 
possible to change the UHF standards by increasing the width of the channels 
opening the door to the use of the !ow-cost CBS color system. 

Prior to the adoption of the present standards, I opposed the adoption of this 
system, again on the ground of cost to the consumer. Several so-called backward 
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countries have provided for wider TV channels in order to permit the use of 
simple! cheaper color receivers 

Because of the arbitrary decision by the FCC to use the same narrow 6-mega 
cycle channel on both VHF and UHF, all opportunity to use anything but a 
complex color system was eliminated. Every color TV receiver-owner will be 
forced to pay for this complexity unless this situation is also changed. 

1 feel I am now in a position to tell both the FCC and the big television receiver 
producers, “I told you so,” with respect to a mixed VHF-UHF system. I derive 
no pleasure from this I have found no reason to change my views with respect 
to color televisior While the House committee under Representative Wolver 
ton was pushing for the adoption of the NTSC color standards, I wrote to him 
that this was a system “for the classes not the masses.” 

If a drastic change is to be made, the whole subject should be reexamined 
ompletely and carefully, including the use of a broader channel width, plus 
an appropriate set of standards which will permit the production of simpler, 
cheaper color television receivers 

Let me assure you that the technical means to do this are available to the 
ndustry What is needed is the courage to accomplish it on the part of the 
FCC and the Congress 

Very truly yours 
COMMUNICATION MEASUREMENTS LABorATORY, LN« 
DANA A. GRIFFIN, President 


JUNE 2, 1954 
Senator Guy GILLETTI 
tte Office Buildine 
\s a UHF operator strongly urge you to take a personal interest in hearing 
efore Senate committee headed by Senator Potter Relief needed. Tax on 
UHF sets should be lifted. That would help. Pressure should be exerted on 
networks to take on more UHF stations. FCC should require stations having 
more than 1 network to drop all but 1 of networks where it appears that other 
stations are in area having no network connections. 
e Ep BREEN, 
KOTC, Fort Dodge, Towa. 


JUNE 12, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E, POrrer, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: Somewhat of a furor has been created by the UHF television 
operators who have been presenting their problems to the Potter subcommittee 
ef the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

They have their problems, but in considering them we must not lose sight 
of the fact that these UHF stations generally were intended to provide local or 
limited coverage It is not yet generally accepted that they, even with the 
high power it is hoped they ultimately can attain, can provide the broader 
eoverage which VHF stations now can give. 

There is another side to this power question. This phase has been overlooked 
altogether in the subcommittee hearings, and yet it directly affects millions of 
people in zone J It can mean immeasurably better service to millions of 
people and has the potential of literally saving billions (correct) of dollars 
for outside antentlas and other installations in rural districts and areas of 
high noise level 

WRBEN has a definite interest in this because of the peculiar freeze in which 
it found itself after the big TV freeze was lifted in 1952. But pretty nearly 
everyone interested in TV in zone 1 has a stake in a proper solution of this 
problem which will eliminate the power restrictions affecting more than 60 
million people living in zone 1. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. H. KircHHoFEr, Vice President. 
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RESTRICTED TELEVISION SERVICE IN ZONE 1 AND WHAT It MEANS TO VIEWERS IN 
DOLLARS AND PICTURE QUALITY 


The FCC has made notable progress in granting VHF and UHF construction 
permits and licenses. This is an effective step in the public interest. It is 
nromoting a nationwide, competitive television system. 

Che Congress should not allow the problems of the UHF operators, whose 
field was conceived to be local, to override the broader service possibilities of 
VHF, particularly to people in remote and rural areas. No amount of UHF 
stations, especially with the economic problems the limited number in existence 
already are facing, in the foreseeable future can give the public this broader 
service VHF now can provide. 

lo complete the service possibilities VHF stations can and should give for 
the benefit of the public, the arbitrary and unrealistic power limits imposed 
upon stations with tall towers in zone 1 should be removed. These liimts 
adversely affect millions of people in an area in which roughly 40 percent of 
the national population. The condition is most pronounced within the limits 
of the grade B contours and fringe areas. 

WBEN of Buffalo has filed an application for amendment of the power limita- 
tions in all of zone 1. (Petitions of WBEN, Ine., for amendment of section 
3.614 (B) of the rules and regulations.) This has been pending since August 
24, 1953. We understand that its engineering conclusions generally are con- 
curred in by the FCC staff and the Bureau of Standards, both of which have 
studied the proposals 

Che studies supplied to the Commission in connection with this application 
show that for all VHF assignments in zone 1 the potential service area would be 
increased one-third without proportionate interference to other stations if the 
arbitrary height limitation which applies only in zone 1 were removed. 

Full power is permitted in all other sections of the country where tower 
heights up to 2,000 feet are permitted. 

Expressed in terms that apply to the viewer, this means that a vast area and 
millions of people could receive improved television service if this arbitrary 
restriction upon television power in the most populous portion of the country 
were removed. 

With full power not only is the service area of the VHF station increased, 
but more importantly the picture quality provided throughout the entire service 
area is improved In many localities this improvement would permit the 
viewing public to avoid the cost of installing outdoor antennas, The resulting 
saving throughout a large portion of zone 1 easily could amount to some billions 
(correct) of dollars. These are not theories; they are engineering facts. 

Millions of radio listeners do not have consistent or diversified grade A radio 
service at night time; this is particularly true at present. Signal strength in 
TV is vastly more important than in radio. Hence, any restriction upon TV 
signal strength in populous areas with a high noise level or in remote rural areas 
will condemn the public in those areas to inferior TV service when the oppor- 
tunity exists to improve it—often at less cost to the viewer. 

fo reduce the power of TV stations is like cutting the power of a regional 
radio station from 5,000 watts to bring it down to the output of a purely local 
station with 250 watts. Neither procedure makes sense from a public-interest 
standpoint. 

The hue and cry about UHF problems, which are no less real than the problems 
of many more radio stations as a result of television competition, must not be 
allowed to obscure the fact that the FCC has within its hands the power to bring 
better television service to large areas throughout zone 1 which now suffer 
degraded television service. The benefits removal of the power restrictions 
could bring to people living in New York City, for example, without harming 
UHF operation or cochanne! stations, are almost incalculable 

To deny this service is a grave responsibility, because it is not public service 
within the broad meaning of the Communications Act. This aims to improve 
service to the public—not to restrict it. 

A. H. KIRCHHOFER, 
Vice President, WBEN, Inc. 
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States with restricted VHF television broadcast service 


; Population, 195¢ 
state (U. 8S. Census 


Connecticu . 2, 007, 280 
Delaware 318, O85 
Illinois . S, 712, 176 
Indiana 3, 934, 224 
Main part (estimated ) 456, 887 
Maryland 2, 343, 001 
Massachusetts i 4, 690, 514 
Michigan (part) (estimated) 3. 185. 883 
New Hampshire (part) (estimated) 266, G21 
New Jersey id 4, 835, 329 
New York (part) 7, 415, 096 
(Ohio 7, 946, 627 


Pennsylvanian 10, 498, 012 


Rhode Island é 791, 896 
Vermont (part) (estimated) *_ 188, 874 
Virginia (part) (estimated)*- ; 1, 659, 340 
West Virginia 2, 005, 552 
Wisconsin (part) (estimated)’ 3, 434, 575 
District of Columbia 802,178 

1950 total population 64, 871. 150 


Or roughly 43 percent of 1950 total United States population, 150,697,361 

I mates ver portion of Stat luded in zone 1 

Senator Porrer. We have several witnesses today, the first of whom 
is Congressman John Moss from the great State of California. 

[ assume, Congressman, you would like to make your statement 
so that you can get back to your other duties. 

We are lappy to have you over on this side, and I wish to say that 
I served over on the House side for several years and I never realized 


1 


how well they functioned over there until I came over here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Moss. Of course, Senator, it is a pleasure to be here before your 
committee. 

I will make no comment on the functioning of the two Houses 

I have a sts —— which I have prepared for the committee and I 
will try to be brief and summarize some import int points. 

senatol | oTTeR. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Moss. I re pans nt 1 of the 2 largest areas in the United States 
not presently served | V adequate TV facilities, a total broadeast area 
of about 750,000 popul: ition. The city of Sacramento, the population 
center of that area, has one station operating a UHF station, and the 
rest of the service is prov ided from San Francisco VHF stations i 

During the past 4 or 5 years there has been approximately 53 percent 
of the families in the immediate Sacramento area, not In the total 
broadeast area but just in the immediate Sacramento area, buy their 
television sets in anticipation of improved telecasting for that section 
of the country. These people have had to make rathe substantial 
Investments. 

[ was one of the early pioneers in the area in buying a television 
set for) y own home. Not only did I have to buy the set. but I in- } 
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ested about the same amount of mone y in a 50-foot antenna and a 
woster and other equipment in order to bring in very weak signals. 

Before the original freeze on telecasting or on the lieensing of 
tations, applications had been filed with the Commission for the two 
VHF channels which were allocated to that area. There are 4 appli- 
ints competing for those 2 channels. At the present time the pre- 
iminary findings have been filed with the Commission by the exam- 
nel alloc: iting those two channels. 

Che area has invested at least $35 million in receiving sets. About 
$7,000 of those sets have been converted to UHF. It means that the 

jority of the sets in the area are still dependent upon San Fran- 

«co for stations. ‘Those having converted are denied any great 
variety of programs, and this limits drastically the use of television 

in advertising medium. 

If there is any delay in the orderly processing of the applications 
ind the granting of the licenses for the additional 2 channels, that is 
going to hold off the market an estimated $30 million additional pur- 
chases of sets, because the most conservative estimates I could find 
have indicated within a year after putting those 2 VHF channels on 
the air, approximately $30 million worth of sets could be sold in 
that area, and undoubtedly would be sold. 

Senator Porrrr. Do I nderstand you do have a UHF station in 
mene nto ¢ 

Mr. ! Moss. One UHF station. That has been on the air for about 
9 months. 

Senator Porrer. Does that station have network affiliation ¢ 

Mr. Moss. That station, I believe, is securing programs from all 
of the networks at. the present time. I don’t think it is a basic affiliate 
of any of the networks. 

Now, the interest in the licensing of these stations is not only one 
that touches upon the viewer, but the four applicants for those sta- 
tions have invested approximately $400,000, or an average of about 
i hundred thousand dollars each, in the processing of their appli- 
ations, 

If there is a delay brought about because of some freeze while some 
policies might be determined by the Commission, undoubtedly those 
men would again have to go back over the groundwork they have 
already laid and their investment would be increased substantially. 

They have also has to pledge definite capitalization for the stations 
if the permits are granted. That amounts to about $214 million of 
capital that is definitely tied up, irrevocably committed to the con- 
struction and operation of the stations, if the licenses are granted, 
and delay there would be very costly and very burdensome. 

When the two channels are finally granted, the successful appli- 
cants will have to immediately invest “about $1,250,000 in the con- 
struction of the necessary minimum facilities to get on the air and 
start telecasting. 

Sut of the utmost concern, I think, is the fact that in this large area 
of the Nation, where you have a rich market for all of the services 
and the equipment that goes along with the establishment of television 
stations, the people are or would be denied a choice of programs, 
They would be denied those who have invested their money and op- 
portunity to really get the benefits they had anticipated when they 
made their investments; and at a time when we are talking of stabil- 
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izing our economy in creating demands for consumer goods, it is a 
very substantial market for those goods and I would urge that no 
action be taken by this committee which would del: ay the processes 
now going on in the Federal Communications Commission for the 
licensing of stations 1 In areas such as these. 

Senator Porrrr. In other words, you are opposed to any freeze? 

Mr. Moss. Very definitely. 

Senator Porrer. I assume, Congressman, your interest is to provide 
adequate television service for the area you represent, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Moss. That is correct. 

Senator Porrrr. And, whether it be by UHF or VHF. the main 
onsideration is that adequate service be provided ¢ 

Mr. Moss. Without unnecessary delay. 

Senator Porrer. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Scnorrrer. Congressman, you recognize there is a limited 
channel in VHF, don’t you ¢ 

Mr. Moss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorrre.. And it is going to be somebody's responsibility 

‘ither to expand that or give to the country, not only in these market 
areas but a lot of other areas, the opportunity to have adequate tele- 
vision service ¢ 

Mr. Moss. Yes, sir 

Senator Scnorrre.. And, obviously, somebody has to wrestle with 
that. problem ? 

Mr. Moss. I recognize that, Senator, but I believe for a period of 
almost 4 years a freeze was put on while a careful study was made. 

Senator ScHorpre.. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. And at the termination of that freeze the ground rules 
were laid out and the people in my area have made substantial invest- 
ments on the basis of those ground rules, after it was determined, after 
the freeze, there is no danger in that area of the country at least of 
having overal’ocation of channels either in UHF or VHF. 

Senator ScuorpreL. The reason I mentioned that is: Here we are 
sitting over on this side as you gentlemen over on your side there, 
and we have had a lot of testimony here showing this congested chan- 
nel, showing what they contend to be a preferential treatment, which 
could develop into a restricted service that would be given through 
the medium of television to advertisers and everything else, and they 
point their finger to us and say, “What about it? You fellows over 
in Congress here have brought measures in. What are you going 
to do about it?” 

We turn around and we point our finger to the FCC, and we say, 
“What are you going to do about it ?” 

They say, “We want some guidance from you up there. We guessed 
once, and it looks like we guessed wrong.” 

Somebody has to wrestle with that. 

If we do have a situation that is going to get worse, it is going to 
be an ever-recurring problem re somebody to untangle. . 

What is the best thing to do, I dont* know. Iam going to look this 
record over and I am going to study it as conse ientiously as I can, 
because there has to be something done about it some place. 

I much prefer to have the industry itself do it. 

Mr. Moss. Of course, that would always be the ideal. 
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Senator Scuorrren. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. But I do believe this: In areas where we can pretty con- 

lusively show that we are not congested, that any freeze should not 

ipply to those areas, 

There may well be areas of the country where there is overcon- 
vestion because of the earlier allocation of channels on both VHF 
ind UHF, but I don’t think that is true in my part of the country and 
[| think the people I represent are entitled to service equally as that 
provided elsewhere in the Nation, and any policy that fails to rec- 
ognize that is not doing justice to those people. 

aoa itor ScHorrpeL. You are up here in the interest of your con- 

ituency and you are up here registering what you feel is your best 
candid judgment under the circumstances at the present time? 

Mr. Moss. That is right. 

understand there is an area in Florida probably just as large as 
this area not receiving adequate service, and there are probably others 
across the country that could be clearly defined as large areas of in- 
idequate service, and I don’t think freeze policies should be applied 
to those areas. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I know, for some reason or another, a lot of 
folks think a committee of Congress can say, “Freeze it,” and it is go- 
ing to be frozen. 1 don’t like that kind of an approach, but it has 
gotten abroad that there is something contemplated on freeze. I 
began getting some telegrams, telephone calls, and I wondered who 
started it all. I don’t know. 

Mr. Moss. You have had the same experience I have had, sir. I 
have had quite a number of telephone calls and telegrams and a con- 
siderable volume of mail from my area. 

Senator ScHorpret. What we are seeking to do here—I can say 
for myself—is to try to get the best, clearest, concise record possible 
to base some kind of a judgment factor on findings recommendations 
on the legislation that is before us, and I wish that we could have 
down the line a perfect answer. I don’t suppose we will get it, but, 
personally, I do appreciate your frank views about it, and it all goes 
‘nto the general, overall record. It will be helpful to us if we get 
the time to study it like we ought to. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. I might mention at this time, if it is agreeable 
to the other members of the committee, [ hope we can meet in ex- 
ecutive session in about the middle of next week to wrestle with some 
of these suggestions that have been made. 

It is a problem. The Commission has told us and people inter- 
ested in the field, people who are in the television industry have stated, 
that it is necessary, in order to have a nationwide competitive tele- 
vision system, that you are going to have to utilize the UHF band. 

Now, we have had a great deal of testimony from UHF operators 
that at the present time they can’t be competitive. 

So, that is the problem we have to deal with. 

Take your own area, where you have a UHF station—if the people 
who have sets were able to tune in on that station, you wouldn’t have 
the trouble with the advertisers, you see, and it is sort of a vicious circle 
and the solution to it is not easy, and I assume the solution we make 
will be highly controversial. 
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Mr. Moss. Senator, I recognize the difficulties of the problem you 
have before you I might point out, however, that my UHF operator 
eNnjOVS a very profitable monopoly. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. With about 87,000 sets, and the only one in the area, he 


as a very fine operation, and the advantage he has because of the 
money spent by the people in the area in converting to UHF will be a 


continuing advantage regardless of the licensing of VHF stations. 
enator Porrer. 1 wish to thank you for giving us the benefit of 
your views, and [ am sure that your constituents appreciate the fact 
that you have taken the time out of a busy schedule that I know that 
here and present your views, and I can assure 


vou have to come over 
highest consideration by this 


vou that vour views Vv }] recelve the 
mm ttee. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. And, without objection, the statement you have 
ubmitted will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement sul mitted by Mr. Moss is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Joun E. Moss, Jr. 


Mr. Chairman, I represent six counties in the Sacramento Valley of California 
with a population of almost one-half million persons. The city of Sacramento, 
in my district, is the center of the second most populous metropolitan center in 
the Nation which has been allocated VHF television channels but does not yet 
have complete television service 

Che television broadcast area surrounding Sacramento is served at present 
by a single ultra high frequency station in Sacramento and is in the B broadcast 
area of another UHF station in Stockton, some 40 miles away. ‘There is no very 
high frequency television reception available to the people in San Francisco, 100 
miles away If a householder has erected a huge housetop antenna, and if 
weather conditions permit, a choice of programs from VHF stations in San 
Francisco is possible. 

In spite of these handicaps, some 53 percent of the 220,000 families in the 
Sacramento broadcast area have purchased television sets, confident that they 
would have a variety of entertainment. The people in the area have invested 
some $35 million in television receiving equipment and are not now getting a 
choice of programs. 

The hope of complete television service was held out to the people in the 
Sacramento area more than 6 years ago when four potential broadcasters applied 
for permits to operate two VHF television stations. In September 1948, as you 
know, all television applications were frozen. Since the freeze order was lifted 
in July 1952, the 4 applicants have made good progress toward providing the 
complete television service desired by the people in the Sacramento area. 

In addition to the fact that some 750,000 people in the Sacramento broadcast 
area do not now have complete television service, it is well to consider the effect 
the situation has on the economy of the area. Many families have put off buy- 
ing television sets until a local VHF station goes on the air. One estimate indi- 
cates there will be about $30 million worth of sets sold in the Sacramento area 
within a year after the first VHF station begins broadcasting. This huge po- 
tential investment is important, not only to television dealers and repairmen in 
my area, but also to the national economy. It will provide an outlet for tele- 
vision sets and parts manufactured in plants throughout the United States. 

The advertising service available through two more competitive television sta- 
tions also is worth considering. The present UHF station in Sacramento has, 
in effect, a monopoly in television advertising, but it is a monopoly which the 
station will maintain after competing local VHF stations are on the air. The 
many already converted UHF television sets in the Sacramento area will remain 
a prime market for the present UHF station. Competitive television broadcast- 
ing in the area will, in fact, increase the interest in the programs and increase 
the number of UHF converted receiving sets. Granting of the two VHF channels 
allocated to Sacramento will, therefore, increase the economic stability of the 
present station. 
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The public investment already made in television receiving sets, the desire 
of the people in the area for complete television service, and the economic effect 
on the area are important considerations. Another factor worth considering 
is the investment which the 4 applicants for 2 VHF channels already have 
made in processing their claims and the final capital investment the 2 success 

| applicants will make. 

The four applicants had firmly committed some $2,500,000 in potential capital 
to be invested in VHF television broadcasting facilities. The tw o successful appli- 
cants will make an actual capital investment of about $1,250,000. This is im- 
portant to the economic livelihood of the area I represent; it is also important 
to consider that each of the four VHF permit applicants in Sacramento has 
spent up to $100,000 processing applications so far. If there were a freeze at 
this time, they would be required to repeat the entire expensive process. 

The applicants sought permits in good faith and followed all of the extensive 
rules and regulations. Now, a rule change is suggested just when the people 
in my area are hopeful they will have a choice of television programs in the very 
near future. To block the pending issuance of VHF television broadcasting 
permits in Sacramento would be unfair to the investors who have spent their 
time and money seeking permits; it would delay maximum economic develop- 
ment of an important part of the Nation and it would prevent some 750,000 per- 
sons in the Sacramento broadcast area from receiving the complete television 
service they have been anticipating for more than 6 years 

Senator Porrer. Out of order, because of pressing business, we will 
next hear from the Honorable J. Howard McGrath. 

Mr. McGratrn. Thank you, Senator, 

Senator Porrer. Genera!, we are pleased to have you present your 
views to the committee. I know that you have a busy schedule and 
we are looking forward to hearing your statement. You know, of 
course, the scope of our investigation here and I hope you will keep 
within that scope. 


STATEMENT OF J. HOWARD McGRATH, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL OF EDWARD LAMB ENTERPRISES, 
INC. 


Mr. McGrarn. I have tried to keep within the scope, Senator. Of 
course, the whole basis of profitable hearings is the experience of 
people who are in the business and, while our experiences are mem- 
tioned here, we hope we are mentioning them in a way that is broad 
enough to be helpful to the committee and to others as well. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the subcommittee in hearing me out of 
order. 

I also appreciate the courtesy of those who are to follow me to 
understand that I do have an engagement which, if it were not so 
important. I would not have asked to be heard at this time. 

Senator Porrer. 'That is perfectly ali right. 

Mr. McGratru. My name is J. Howard McGrath, and I appear here 
as executive vice president and general counsel of the Edward Lamb 
Enterprises, Inc.. which di rectly or indirectly owns or controls sev- 
eral companies that are applic ants for UHF stations; the grantees 
of a construction permit for another, and the yas hasers, subject to 
Commission approval, of a third. In addition, the Edward Lamb En- 
terprises also own or control several other broadcast facilities, includ- 
ing a highly successful VHF station at Erie, Pa., as well as various 
concerns in other fields. 

I am delighted to attend this hearing which is designed to solve 
some of the problems which have arisen by reason of the decision 
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of the Federal Communications Commission to establish a truly na- 
tional competitive system of television broadcasting by the addition 
of the ultra high frequency channels. 

I appreciate, especially, the courtesies of those members of the 

nate committee who have made themselves available to the broad- 
casting industry in order that some of the woes of the so-called UHF 
broadcasters might be understood and possibly corrected. 

First, let me say that we can all agree on the worthiness of the 
HF signal. My company believes that it is entirely adequate to 
urnish a desirable nationwide television service. 

My company and I are completely in accord with the decision to 
add the UHF channels, since it was apparent from the very begin- 
ning that the 12 VHF channels could not possibly be alloc: ated in 
such a fashion as to make possible a truly competitive system. Large 
reas of the Nation could not be served. It was thought that with 
the UHF channels added, especially in rural areas or areas far re- 
moved from the VHF signals, all elements of the industry, includin 
the networks, could back up and would back up the new UH 
operators. 

Events have not justified this assumption and the networks gener- 
ally have avoided the U’s like one would avoid the plague. 

Possibly the ideas incorporated in Senator Bricker’s proposal to 
permit regulations of the networks by the Federal Communications 
Commission might well be fully considered by this committee. After 
all, it doesn’t seem right that this administrative agency be given 
the dons of regulating the airways, and then not permit it to control 
the practices of a very large segment of the broadcast industry. 

Anyone familiar with present practices in the telecasting industry 
will admit that the grant of a network affiliation is of tr anscendent 
importance to the survival of a television station. When the Federal 
Communications Commission adopts regulations governing the con- 
duct of networks, it is natural that steps should be taken to assure 
competition among various stations throughout the Nation. 

We do not believe in stifling VHF in order to make UHF succeed. 
We think that if the networks are compelled to open up their pro- 
graming to all stations within an area, just as the movie producers 
have been compelled to do, the forces of free competition will permit 
UHF stations to operate on the same basis as that afforded certain 
favored outlets. 

Under the present setup, VHF has a virtual monopoly in telecasting. 
The situation is so bad that UHF channels have gone begging in 
major cities such as Columbus, Cincinnati, Minneapolis, and Kansas 
City. 

UHF just can’t get going where the networks continue to ignore 
them. UHF sets and converters will not sell where there is no sub- 
stantial or alternative programing. It is truly the FM fight over 
again, whether the broadcasters recognize it or not. After all, the 
networks could write books about the reasons for the failure of FM. 

The members of this committee should see the lineup before the 
Federal Communications Commission on Tuesdays just before closing, 
when competing VHF applicants get together their dropouts and 
mergers. The next day, after these negotiations, settlements or deals 
are consummated, the Federal Communications Commission oblig- 
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ingly hands out a VHF channel without hearings or opportunity for 
protest. These channels are worth, in cities like St. Louis, Buffalo, 
Milwaukee, and other markets, millions of dollars. 

Senator Scuorepren. Might I ask right at that point, Mr. Chairman, 
[ don’t know how you feel about it, Mr. McGrath, but does that look 
right ¢ 

Mr. McGrarn. It does not, Senator. It is not right. 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. Some of us on this committee are getting a 
tremendous lot of criticism on that score. 

Mr. McGratu I don’t doubt it. 

Senator Scnorepren. And it is disturbing. 

don’t know whether that is good administrative practice or not. 
[ don’t want to be critical. It is a factual situation that somebody 
has to deal with, and maybe this is the way to bring it out. 

You are here with broad experience, not only ex xecutive experience 

. former governor of your State, but a United States Senator and 
jon former Attorney General of this great Nation of ours, and that 
is the reason I was very much interested in your viewpoint, sir 

Mr. MoGrartu. I have one suggestion that will follow as I continue 
my statement. 

Senator ScHoerrPe.. | see. 

Mr. McGratu. Unless it be thought otherwise, let me say here and 
now that I do not consider the Commission wholly to be blamed 
for this practice. As was so eloquently pointed out by Commissioner 
Hennock, the Congress, too, because of its frequent insistence on 
quickie grants, must share the responsibility for the resultant evils. 

We realize, from the vast number of weddings among the competi- 
tors for the VHF stations which have been sanctioned by the member- 
ship of this Federal Communication Commission that the antitrust 
laws of the land have not been too carefully observed: but the abuse 
and violation of the antitrust laws does not vitiate or minimize the 
importance of these desirable laws, by any means. 

With respect to this malicious merger practice, I have a recom- 
mendation which I believe merits the careful consideration of this 
committee. I reeommend that the Antitrust Division of the De- 
partment of Justice be required by statute to investigate thoroughly 
any merger between applicants for television stations and to furnish, 
the Commission with an opinion as to whether any antitrust laws are 
being violated. The statute would permit no action by the Commis- 
sion until the opinion was received and then, of course, only if no 
violations were committed. 

Such a statute would not only insure that the antitrust laws were 
enforced, but would tend, in my opinion, to discourage mergers since 
it would remove the possibility of an immediate aftermerger grant. 

However, despite the seriousness of the so-called dropout situation 
and the problems caused by the networks and lack of proper trans- 
mitting and receiving equipment, about which there has been so much 
testimony before this committee, there are, in my opinion, other 
strong reasons for the poor economic health of the UHF industry. 

Certain members of the Commission have been heard to say that 
the plight of the UHF is a result of a lack of good practical business 
sense on the part of the broadcasters. This, incidentally, comes from 
members who have never owned any broadcast facilities and who, on 
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the whole, have led lives largely sheltered from the interplay of 
competitive forces. 


I can certainly testify that lack of good business sense has not con- 
tributed in any measure to the difficulties encountered in UHF by the 
Lamb companies. Mr. Lamb has been, as the entire business world 
knows, an outstanding success in the broadcasting field as well as in 
other keenly competitive fields requiring the utmost in business 
acumen. 

What, then, is the cause of the stagnation and decline in growth of 
the UHF industry ? 

Speaking from our experience, the cause has been the Commission 
itself, its slow, strangling, and sometimes arbitrary and capricious 
procedures. 

Let me illustrate. 

One of our companies, the Mid-West TV Co., received a license in 
May of 1953 for a UHF station at Massillon, Ohio. We purchased 
more than $200,000 worth of equipment. After being given the license 
and being told to proceed expeditiously, we signed contracts and began 
construction of a modern building on the most desirable site in the 
Akron-Canton-Massillon region. We engaged a staff. We signed con- 
tracts to bring Bishop Fulton J. Sheen, football games, and many 
other worthwhile programs to that area. 

But then strange things began to happen. Suddenly Mr. Lamb’s 
most routine applications were held up. This was done by the Com- 
mission, so it said, to study Lamb’s qualifications to own and operate 
broadcast facilities—this, mind you, from the same Commission, ex- 
cept for certain personnel changes, which had six times previously 
found Mr. Lamb qualified in all respects. Indeed, it had only recently 
approved the sale by Lamb of his VHF station at Columbus, Ohio, to 
the late Senator Taft’s fine family, for whom, incidentally, Mr. Lamb 
is at this very moment the television consultant. There were, and the 
Commission admitted this, no objections from anyone outside the 
Commission to the granting of the Lamb licenses. Despite the fact 
that Mr. Lamb and his operations have won almost every award for 
public service available to broadcasting operators, and despite the fact 
that he came forth with numerous testimonials from high church, 
Government, and other officials, the Commission had persisted in its 
stand and has continued to delay action on these applications and our 
property and our investment stands idle in the Canton area. 

As a result of these delaying actions by the Commission, the invest- 
ment of our company in Massillon, Ohio, is being rendered worthless 
and Mr. Lamb, at one time, even found himself in the unenviable 
position of not being able to turn back to the Government a license for 
a Portsmouth, Ohio, station which good business and engineering 
judgment dictated should not be built. 

Mr. Lamb sought to sell his VHF transmitter in Erie, Pa., to the 
educational TV broadcasters of the city of Pittsburgh for $50,000. 
The Commission sat on this request and even failed to acknowledge 
receipt of the petition. The sum wes, of course, a loss to Mr. Lamb. 
Then he sought to purchase WTVQ, a UHF station at Pittsburgh, 
Pa. Again the Commission delayed and refused to act so that this 
UHF service could not be brought to the eighth largest market in 
the United States. 
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Recently Mr. Lamb’s company Was the highest bidder for UHF 
Station WSUN-TV at St. Petersburg, Fla. This is a municipally 
wned UHF station. Our bid was more than $114 million above that 
f the next highest bidder. Because of the Commission’s delay in 
ting to clear this prominent American, the city of St. Petersburg 
is been unable to go forward with the transaction. 

Senator ScHorrre.. How long ago has that been / 

Mr. McGraru. This was about May, Senator. 

Senator SCHoEPPEL. This year ¢ 

Mr. McGrarn. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. That is still being held in abeyance? 

Mr. McGraru. The city had to withdraw it from the market, and 

hether they will ever offer it again I do not know, and whether 
e would be w illing to bid a million and a half above everybody else 
s something I do not know. 

Thus, it is that a man who has been an outstanding success as a 
broadcaster, and who is financially able and willing to take the risks 

volved, and one who believes, incidentally, in VHF, has been 

rived of an opportunity to help in the development of UHF in 
these critical days. 

Some of the Commission’s methods and procedures which we con- 

der to be manifestly unfair and illegal are now the subject of pend- 

g court action by Mr. Lamb and several of his companies. Al- 
ough we have complete faith in ultimate vindication in the courts, 

s unfortunately true that “justice delayed is justice denied.” Com- 
plete vindication, therefore, however welcome, can never fully repair 
the damage that has been done. 

\s we see it, the delay and harassment which we have experienced 
constitutes a threat not just to the Lamb companies but to the en- 
tire broadcasting industry. Let us then trust that this committee will 
examine the Communications Act and the functioning of the present 
Commission to the end that remedial action may be taken and all 
oncerned may look forward to fair and expeditious administration 
and the establishment of a truly competitive nationwide television 
system. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions? 

Senator ScHoEPrEL. No; I do not. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

Mr. McGratu. Thank you, Senator, very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very kindly, General McGrath. 

Mr. Kipnes. 

Mr. Kipnes is with the Beachview Broadcasting Corp., of Nor- 
folk, Va. 


STATEMENT OF IRVIN M. KIPNES, SECRETARY, BEACHVIEW 
BROADCASTING CORP., NORFOLK, VA. 


Mr. Kipnes. My name is Irvin M. Kipnes, and I am from Norfolk, 
Va. 

This committee has heard testimony from UHF broadcasters who 
ire apparently beset by a number of problems and, to the end of obtain 
ing a cure, have come to Congress seeking drastic action. We are appli- 


cants before the FCC for VHF channel 10 at Norfolk, Va. 
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We have no quarrel with our friends in Norfolk and elsewhere who 
ure licensees of UHF television stations. We are sympathetic to their 
problems and recognize that there are soft spots facing those who 
would we os UHF as a truly nationwide television service. 

Many UHF broadcasters, it is acknowledged, have lost large sums of 
money in the vues ition of their stations, but a balane ing of the equities 
would require that any measures taken to alleviate their burdens be 
positive and constructive rather than punitive to those of us who have 
planned and developed with infinite patience, a pioneering spirit, and 
at vast expense, VHF television service for our respective communities. 

Senator Porrrr. ¢ Tt 1 I ask you a question at this point ? 

Mr Kipnrs. Yes, s 

Senator Porrer. this t he channel that has been allocated to the 
Crossroads outside of Norfolk that somebody mentioned here 
yesterday ¢ 

Mr. Zarpie. Princess Anne. 

Senator Porrer. Is it Bie yy Anne? 

Mr. Kipnes. No; it is not, 

Senator Porrer. This is one for Norfolk ? 

Mr. Kipnes. This is one of the original allocations, that is, the 
original allocations issued by the Commission in February of 1953. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Kipnes. If there is any illness existing in UHF, or any phase 
of television—and there apparently is—we sincerely wish to have it 
remedied. 

We hope, if the Commission favors us with a grant, to become an 
integral part of the television industry, and it. is our sincere wish that 
the television industry as a whole be healthy and robust ; but I respect 
fully point out to the Sere that it would be contrary to the in 
terests of the peop le of the Norfolk area and the country as a whol e, 
ind it would, moreover, ie inequits able to those of us who in good faith 
have sought to acquire a television license, if Congress were to urge 
he Commission [aan to freeze television grants. 

A brief résumé of our background is pertinent to my reference of 
a balancing of the equities: 

Beachview Broadcasting Corp. was organized in June 1948, for 
the purpose of filing an application for a te Te vision station in Norfolk, 
Va., the 26th market in the United States. Our local attorney was 
stricken with a heart attack while preparing our corporate charter 
and, being iu pathiati< to his illness, we awaited his return to his 
office to prepare the leg: il instruments necessary for the filing of our 
ipplication. The application was finally filed on August 8, 1948. 
Some 3 weeks later, the FCC imposed its freeze with the announce- 
ment that it would last approximately 6 months. The only VHF 
tation in Norfolk filed its application 1 week prior to our applica- 
tion, and received one of the last grants issued by the Commission. 

We have continued our organization during the intervening years. 
Qur stockholders. some of whom will occupy staff positions, visited 

ixl studied television station operations in the East, attended a tele 
vision school, and consulted frequently with our Washington legal 
counsel and engineers. 

When the ¢ ommission issued its revised allocation plan, the Norfolk 
market was aa > VHF channels, one of which being then in 


operation, and 3 UHF channels. 
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After numerous and lengthy conferences with our legal and engi 
neering counsel, and after studies which we personally conducted in 
the market, we decided to reapply for the last remaining VHF chan- 
> el. Accordingly, at great expense, we amended our app lication in 
February 1953. In the summer of 1953, after a 6-month lull, a rash 
: f applicants filed for both VHF and UHF stations in the Norfolk 
arket, apparently being spurred on by the glowing stories in For 

ine, the Wall Street Journal, and other widely circulated publica- 

on coneerning the vast riches to be plue ked from the fertile field 
of television. The UHF ap yplicants were quic kly eranted, there being 

o contests involved, but a total of six applicants remained to contest 

l the last remaining VHF channel. 

s the date of the hearing for the VHF channel approached, and 
ors more apparent that considerably more was required for 
success in television than a meer ap plication, t of the parties with 
drew, leaving 2 groups, of which we were 1. In accordance with 
FCC requirements, detailed amendments were filed by both appli 
ints in November of 1953: precise and intricate program schedules 
ere exchanged in December 1953; and voluminous hearing exhibits 
vere sup yplied the Commission in February 1954. Prolonged pre 
earing conferences were held by counsel for the applicants and the 
FCC in January and February of 1954 and the actual hearings began 
March 7 and continued thereafter until th ey concluded on March 
Both parties upon request of the examiner subsequently filed 
tailed findings, and later responses thereto. 

The total investment of Beachview Broadcasting Corp. in televi- 

on to date exceeds $200.01 1) in time and money. This includes options 

highly valuable studio and transmitter property, since 1948, legal 
ind engineering fees, television consultants, travel, office expense, 
stlaries, are hitect 3’ fees, et cetera. The corporat ion has vet to realize 
ne cent in income. 

This is our investment in television. Our stockholders are men 

o have for years worked for the betterment of our community and 

ho recognize in television a vehicle for public service unparalleled 

potential. We were willing, in the face of all the gloomy talk of 
1948, to invest and risk large sums of capital in the development of 
i great new and unexplored medium and industry. Indeed, at the 
very time were preparing our original application, large corpo- 
rations were returning VHF construction permits for television sta- 
tions, and withdrawing applications rather than incur the loss which 
we were willing to assume. 

Beachview Broadcasting Corp. and others who applied for tele- 
vision facilities prior to the freeze were pioneers in a medium where 
only one fact was certain—money would be lost with no assurance of a 
return on investment. Yet, despite this, we could only dream of the 
day when this intriguing art. combining sight and sound, would be the 
most powerful instrument yet devised for public service, enlighten- 
ment, and mass entertainment. 

To cure the ills of some of the UHF broadcasters by a proposal 
prejudicial and punitive to VHF applicants such as a freeze would be 
to pile irreparable damage and abuse upon those who have in sincere 
good faith invested many hundreds of thousands of dollars in tele- 
vision applications. We do not feel that this committee should cut 
the throat of the VHF broadcasters to give UHF a blood transfusion. 
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From an analysis of the testimony and plaints of the UHF broad- 
asters before this committee, grave doubts exist that the majority 
of them, or some of them, have come before you with clean hands in 
ple iding fol what they acknowledge to be drastic action. 

When the Commission issued its original allocation plan, VHF and 


UHF channels were available to all applicants in open competition. 
Che Commission did not guarantee that any of the channels assigned 
would be profitable. In point of fact, no such guaranty can be made. 
oe h license is obligated to operate in the public interest, and whether 
at a profit or loss is subject to the usual American system of compe- 
tition and free ente rprise which is inherent in all business, television 
being no exception 

The broadeasters—and others who went in to UHF did so with 


their eyes wide open. In markets which were intermixed with VHF 
and UHF. the choice was simple, clear-cut: Apply for VHF and 
become involved in a prolonged, complicated, and expensive proceed- 
ng or apply for a UHF facility and receive a quick grant. Those who 
chose the latter course did so in the belief that, while the VHF appli- 
‘ants were tied up in hearings, they could secure a competitive advan- 
tage by promoting conversions and developing a loyal listening audi- 
ence. Some have been successful; others have not, for various reasons. 
For these broadcasters now to come before you with the request that 
they be made whole at the expense of others is inequitable in the ex- 
treme—and they come with unclean hands. 

In the Norfolk market there were in excess of 1! 50,000 VHF sets out- 
stand gat the time the 3 UHF stations went on the air. One of these 
stations is now affiliated with NBC and another with ABC and 
Du Mont. Of these two, one appears to be doing exceedingly well. 
Both of these operations, however, are distinguished by their modest, 
but wood, programing and conservative business practices. 

It would appear, however, that some of the UHF broadcasters have 
spent vast amounts of money on lavish studios, earmarking an infini- 
tesimal amount for programs and promotion. 

One of the broadcasters — appet ared before you several weeks § ago 
extolled the virtues to me of his very costly studios. I cannot help 
but wonder whether this same individual would have expended such 
a large sum of money on stuclios 3 in opening a radio station. 

Last summer I visited the station of still another UHF broadcaster 
who appeared before this committee crying for drastic action and was 
surprised to see their lack promotion of UHF in the market; but, 
more so, I was astounded that this same station—the only station in 
the city which received fringe-area coverage from a VHF station 40 
miles away—did not own a single camera after 6 months of operation 
with which to program a talent show featuring local children, or a 
newscast or a sportscast. 

How on earth, I ask this committee, or any broadcaster present here 
today, can UHF succeed under these conditions ? 

This plainly indicates downright incompetence. Yet, this same in- 
dividual has now come before you seeking relief. and yet does not 
have the desire or the intention of helping himself. 

Other UHF broadcasters apparently used poor judgment in evalu- 
iting their markets; on the other hand, there are some who moved in 
to a market totally unknown to the people of the area, and operated 
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ntelligently and made a success of operations. One of these indi- 
duals, still successful, has come before you for relief, and his only 
omplaint is that he fears the future. 

What possible sympathy can this committee feel for one seeking a 

ult-in guaranty of success ¢ 

(side from the inherent unfairness and the inequities of some of the 
re posals of the UHF broadcasters, a freeze on future VHF grants 
nd the shift of all television to the upper band is not the answer to 

e problems which beset UHF. If intermixture of VHF and UHF 

is wrong. the broadcasters should have, at the time the Commission 

ied the broadeast plan, protested to the Commission and, failing 
ere, should have sought the assistance of Congress. 

\ freeze now on VHF applications will not correct the abuses of 

resent day arm’s-length ~ alings with networks: nor will a freeze 
llay any questions held by some national advertising agencies con- 
erning the value of certain U HF stations as an advertising medium. 
\ freeze would only mitigate against those who have sincerely in- 

sted in and have earnestly worked for VHF grants. 

The proposal to move all television to the ultra-high band indicates 
n alarming unconcern for the televiewer for whom television is really 
ntended. It would be incompatible to the interests of the farmer, 

ie laborer, the office worker—millions who own VHF sets, many pur- 
hased on long-term time payments. The UHF Association would 
make obsolete these sets because its members do not provide sufficient 
program incentive for the public to purchase a converter or an all- 

iannel set. 

Because of their dilemma, they would willingly create a public eco- 
omic turmoil, having everlasting ill effect on the entire television 

dustry. In effect they are saying to this committee: “Make John 
(J. Public receive our program so we can make money, or penalize him 
by making his set obsolete.” 

his is simply a “dog in the manger” approach to the problem— 
punitive and ill conceived. 

When the FCC adopted its radio and television standards, it, in 
effect, established a sort of lock-and-key system which would forever 
protect the investment of the consuming public in sets. The UHF 
\ssociation would now suggest breaking the lock, throwing away 
he key, and telling the public to relegate its 25 million sets to the 
shean—the very public whose interests they propose to serve. 

The total investment in VHF sets and stations throughout the 
country would make the proposals of those who now seek easy street 
1y Senate dictum impossible to reckon with. It would create chaos. 

In the interest of solving this perplexity, we recommend that greater 
consideration be given by Congress to the proposal which would lift 
the tax from all-channel sets. We suggest also that you request the 
FCC to look closely into all phases of the ills which beset the DHF 
broadcaster, the network situation, the advertising agencies, and the 
set manufacturers. 

Senator Scnorrret. To what extent would you suggest looking 
into that ? 

Now, you are in this business. From what angle would you look 
nto it ¢ 
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Mr. Kipnes. Well, the committee has heard testimony—Senator 
McGrath appeared be fore you a few months ago—concerning the 
possibility of regulation of the networks, which certainly originate 
the bulk of the programs now being aired on television. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Do you think that ought to be looked into? 

Mr. Krenes. I think so, sir. I think Congress, on the other hand, 
should give great consideration to relieving the excise tax on sets, 
all-channel sets. 

Senator Scuorrrent. Many people have testified before this com 
mittee that would be help ful because of the price differential. 

Mr. Krpnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorpren.. And that a lot of these UHF sets or combina 
tion set are piling up in the warehouses. 

Mr. Krenes. That is true; and I think if there were given considera- 
tion by Congress to the possibility of eliminating that tax, it would 
be a great incentive, and I think a great deal of consideration, merit 
lies in the possibility of regulating the networks; but I think 

Senator ScHorpre.. Now, in regulating the networks, do you mean 
that we should put them on some kind of a comparable basis as a 
public utility ? 

Mr. Krpenes. Well, sir, I don’t know if you can get into the realm 
of regulating them ws isely as you would a public utility, insofar as 
utilities are generally conceded to earn a 6-percent return. If you 
vet into that phase of regulation of the networks, you are going to be 
getting into the field of judging and setting rates in a competitive, 
medium, in a medium that is competitive with newspaper advertising, 
magazine advertising, and all phases of advertising 

Senator Scuorrre,. You understand I am just asking these ques- 
tions in an effort to kind of explore this situation. 

Have you looked into this bill that Senator John Bricker introduced ? 

Have you given some thought to that? 

Do you hav an opinion to express on that? 

Mr. Kipnes. No; I have not, sir. I have not seen the bill. I have 
read a number of articles concerning it. 

Senator Scnorpret. Mr. Chairman, might I at this juncture say I 
must be excused? We have an executive session of the Agricultural 
Committee that I happen to be a member of and I am just compelled 
to leave and I assure you I will read your statement. 

Mr. Kienes. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator ScuorrreL. And the other statements that will be made 
here in this morning session. 

Senator Porrrer. We hate to have you leave, but I know you have 
pressing business with another committee, and we look forward to 
your return. 

Senator Scnorpre.. Thank you. 

Senator Porrrr. All right, you may continue. 

Mr. Kipenes. Thank you. 

These protesting broadcasters, on the other hand, should give 
greater consideration to community-service programs, and prudent 
business techniques. The problems to a great extent are with the 
operator and not with the facility. 

In conclusion, let me say again that we recognize the problems 
that presently confront the UHF broadcaster. What is more, we, as 

potential television broadcaster, urge this committee to use its best 





d 
it 


STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 60] 





(forts to correct the same. We submit, , that this should not be 
lone at the expense of the VHF broadcaster, or the VHF applicant who 
good faith and considerable expense has patiently pursued his ap 
cation for a construction permit. This committee’s action should 
e corrective, hot punitive. 

It is said that misery loves company. We sympathize with the 
UHF broadcasters, but we have no desire to join them at the weeping 
vall. 

Senator Porrer. Do you agree with the Commission’s position 
ut it will be necessary to utilize the UHF band if we are going to 

ive a nationwide competitive television system / 

Mr. Kipnes. I certainly do, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. I have noticed in your statement that you state a 
ot of the difficulty is in the management of the UHF facilities. 
Now, assuming that the management is good, what is the biggest 
problem, do you think, that the UHF operator has ¢ 

Is it lack of good programing ¢ 

Is it lack of receivers to get the signal ¢ 

Mr. Kipnes. Mr. Chairman, you state “assuming that the manage 
ment is good”—assuming the management is good, we would also 

ive to assume the programs were good, and if the programs were 
cood, I think their main problem would be to get receivers and con 
verters into the hands of the public, and I think if worthwhile pro 
uns were presented, programs of interest to the community, the 
bli weak | buy the converters or the sets. 

I think the example which I cited in my statement is a good one, 
wherein a station had been in operation for 6 months and did not 
own a single camera, and yet these people came to Congress, came 
before this very committee, asking for drastic action. They had no 
competition, Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, from any other 
existing facilities in town. They did receive fringe-area service from 
i market 40 miles away, but that is not a competitive situation In an 
\dvertising medium. 

Senator Porrer. We have had a lot of testimony before this com 
mittee that a UHF station would lose its network affiliation when 
another VHF comes on the air. Now, do you think that a station can 
operate with a V station if it doesn’t have adequate network affiliation : 

Mr. Kipnes. Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to say this: Years ago it 
was said that radio could not compete or could not be successful unless 
it had a network affiliation. Today among the most successful sta 
tions in the country are the independent stations. 

[ might say in our market all the networks are presently affiliated 
vith existing stations, VHIF and UHF. 

Senator Porrer. What will happen when you receive your grant or 
when that channel 10 is taken ? 

Mr. Kipnes. Well, sir, we have proposed to the Commission to 
cooperate as an independent television station, because a network 
affiliation will not be available to us; and I believe with the programs, 
the available film programs, and there are excellent programs avail 
able to all television stations on film, and with imaginative program- 
ing, we will be able to successfully compete with existing network 
affiliated stations. 

Senator Porrer. You are not going to try to get a net work affiliation ¢ 
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Mr. Kipnes. Sir, we can’t because the existing stations—or I hope 
we will have our grant very shortly — 

Senator Porrer. Most of the contracts are 2 year contracts ? 

Mr. Kipnes. Two-year contracts; yes, sir. 

Do, therefore, we will assume if will be at least v years before ‘ 
network will be available to us. 

Senator Porrer. I notice one of the U’s has an affiliation with NBC. 

Mr. Kipnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrr. When their time runs out, are you going to try to 
vet that NBC affiliation ? 

Mr. Kirenes. Mr. Chairman, that is a hypothetical question. 

[ would like to say this: If we can operate successfully as an inde- 
pendent station—-and I think we can—I think we have a good com- 
petitive situation. I know we have an excellent staff of top program 
people available to us, or who will be with us, and I think we can 
operate successfully and perhaps do a much better job, community 
job, as an independent station and conceivably make more money 
than we could as a network affiliate. 

Senator Porrer. Now, the Norfolk area is allocated three V’s, is it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Kipnes. Two V’s, sir. 

Senator Porrrr. Two V’s? 

Mr. Kipnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. And how many U’s? 

Mr. Krpenes. Three U’s. 

Senator Porrrer. You have one V on the air? 

Mr. Kipnes. One. 

Senator Porrer. And how many U’s? 

Mr. Kienes. Two U’s 

Senator Porrer. So, one V is on the air, and you have applied for 
the other U? 

Mr. Kipnes No; we have ap »plied for the other V. 

One U went off the air about 3 months ago, and I think that is an- 
other example, Senator, of a group that went into television simply 
because they thought fast riches were available to them. They went 
in with a minimum amount of capital. They programed from signon 
to signoff a minimum of 6 hours a day with third- and fourth-run 
films and the people of Norfolk hi id already seen those films. They 
were some 20 years old and I think they saw them the second or third 
time around when the VHF station went on the air: but they simply 
wouldn’t take them the fourth time around. 

Senator Porrer. But you have two U’s on the air now? 

Mr. Kipnes. Two U’s on the air at the present time; yes. 

Senator Porrer. Could the Norfolk area handle three U’s and 
two V's? 

Mr. Krenrs. I don’t know, sir. I think again that is a question of 
economics. I don’t know if the Norfolk market can support five 
UHF stations. I know it is certainly not now supporting all of the 
existing radio stations that are presently located there, but I don’t 
think that is within the jurisdiction of the problem of this committee 
or the problem of this Commission. I don’t think the Commission 
can guarantee a radio or television station to be a success. 
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Senator Porrer. I think our main concern is that the people of the 

intry receive adequate television service and that it Is on a com 

etitive basis. 

Mr. Kipnes. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions, Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunt. What percent of ‘television sets in the Norfolk area 

e been converted or can receive both UHF and VHF? 

Mr. Kipnes. Senator, I haven’t been able to get any reliable figures. 
The UHF station has one set of fioures and the V HF station has an- 
other set of figures. I think there are approximately two-hundred 
dd-thousand VHF sets in the market, and I think, giving the UHI 

ition the benefit of its figures, there are approximately a hundred 

isand UHF sets outstanding at the present time. 

Senator Hunt. Two to one? 

Mr. Kipnes. Yes, si 

Senator Hunr. What would be your rei action to a suggestion if the 
ndustry should all cooperate in helping to solve this proble m, which 
- going to be very difficult to solve, I am afraid, by legislation, and 

mit the manufacture of new sets to those capable of receiving 
V and U? 

Mr. Krenes. To limit the manufacture ? 

Senator Hunt. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. The all-channel tuner. 

Senator Hunr. Yes, so they would receive both. Now, in a period 
of time, of course, sets will become obsolete and eventually, if such 

arrangement could be made, then every home would be in a posi 

| to receive ultra high and very high; and it seems to me that might 

entually eliminate this trouble. There would be a lot of casualties 

the meantime, but eventually, I think, it would eliminate the 
uble. 

Mr. Kipnes, Senator, I hesitate to say I think Congress, by legisla 
tion, should limit the manufacture of sets to only those that will re 

VHF and UHF. J think the question of free enterprise will 
ke care of that problem. 

Senator Hunr. I didn’t say Congress do that; I said the industry 
vetting together. 

Mr. Krpnes. Oh, the industry. 

Senator Hunt. Yes. 

Mr. Kinres. Yes; I heartily concur in that. 

Senator Hunr. If they are interested in saving these ultra high 
rrequency stations. ; 

Mr. Kipnes. Yes; I think that would be very helpful if the in 
dustry were together to agree to limit the manufacture of all sets to 
those that would receive both VHF and UHF. 

[ would like to say this: I don’t think that we have quite the analogy 
between radio and FM here and VHF and UHF. I think the an: alogy 
is closer to a regional station as opposed to perhs ips a local station. 

In radio we have seen that both can succeed and the local station 
can compete effectively with the regional station. 

Senator Hunt. Are any of the communities down around Norfolk 
yet getting into this community television system service ? 
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Mr. Krenes. None that I know of, Senator. There may be some 
in the more isolated areas of North ¢ ‘colina , but I haven’t heard of 
any. 

Senator Hunr. That is the next great forward step in television. 

Mr. Kipnes. I think so. 

Senator Hunr. And if this action I suggested with reference to 
manufac turing only one type of sets could be put into force and ef- 
fect before this does take in all of these small communities in the 
United States, it would seem to me it would be a very advanced step 
and clear up the headache right now. 

Mr. Kipnes. I think so, Senator. I think the community antenna 
system is growing rather rapidly. 

Senator Hunr. It is going to spread over this country in the next 
vear just like a rainfall over the whole United States. 

Mr. Krenes. I think that is something else that this committee 
should give consideration to, the committee and the FCC, and that 
is the question of whether or not community antenna services should 
be regulated by the Commission. 

Senator Hunt. They will come into direct competition with already 
established television stations. 

Mr. Krenes. Certainly, and we are obligated and licensed by the 
Commission to operate in the public interest and, yet, there is no con- 
trol of the community antenna services. 

Senator Hunr. Yet, they will bring television to areas not now 
having television service? 

Mr. Krenes. Yes; they will. 

Senator Porrrer. I believe the Commission has refused to acknowl- 
edge whether they have or have not jurisdictional authority in this 
fie Id. 

Mr. Kipnes. I don’t know if the Commission has yet acted on that, 
Mr. Chairman. I think that is something this committee can look into 
and perhaps recommend to the Commission. I think they might 
listen to you. 

Senator Porrer. What do you think of the suggestion that has 
been made several times in order to accelerate the manufacturers to 
build sets that will receive UHF that color television be probably 
brought into only the UHF band? 

Mr. Krenes. I am opposed to that, Senator, for the reason I think 
it places an unfair burden upon the VHF station operator. I think 
that is a situation that primarily can be remedied essentially by free 
competition amongst the licensees. 

\s an example, if the UHF station in Norfolk that is now affiliated 
with NBC were to start programing color, I think they would have 
a definite competitive advantage over the licensee of channel 10. 

I am a great believer in the fact that a great many of these problems 
rest with the operator rather than with the facility. 

Senator Porrer. Do you agree that actually what we are dealing 
with is public property, that we are dealing with the facility of the 

spectrum, which is public property, and our interest, and it should 
be the C ommission’ s interest, is to see that that public property is 
used to the best advantage of the public, and that, while we realize 
these channels are worth considerable money to the person who re- 
ceives the channel, speaking now of the VHF, it is public property 
that you are dealing with and, while there is an economic problem 
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vhich is important to the individual, the individual is not the con- 
rolling factor; the controlling factor is the best service to the public. 

We are confronted with some very serious problems here if the 
trend continues as it is now, say, with just two networks, for example, 
nd we may end up with a lot more Government regulation. 

[ think people must recognize the fact you are going to have com- 

tition or you are going to have Government regulation. 

“Tt is not an easy problem for the committee or the Commission to 

ope with, but I think that everyone should recognize the fact that, 
while we all oppose Government regulation, we are caught in that 
position. 
_ With this concentration of power in the hands of a few groups— 
the term “monopoly” has been used; I don’t know whether it is 
monopoly or not, and as that concentration builds up, the impetus 
for more Government regulation is going to go right along with it, 
and our concern is how fast the public can be served by its own facil- 
ity, by its own air spectrum. 

Mr. ‘Kir NES. I agree very much with what you say, Mr. Chairman. 

[ have a great feeling of the sense of responsibility of a licensee or a 
prospective licensee, and that we are de: iling with the public spectrum 
ind that the airways belong to the people and that we have to serve 
the people with our facilities. 
[ don’t know, however, that the Commission has rightfully served 
ie public by granting perhaps some of the UHF stations to individ- 
ie who are uncapit alized and are not in the position to do the job 
of serving the public and developing their UHF facilities. 

The UHF facility which is now off the air in the Norfolk market 
certainly cannot be said to have attempted to serve the public by 
running fourth-rate films all day long. 

The UHF station to which I referred in my testimony certainly 
ould not be said to serve the public interest in operating a television 
tation without a camera for 6 months, and those were the critical 6 
months, Senator, when they should have been developing their local 
iudience with talent programs, local features, news, sports. 

Those are the things which develop a responsible public-minded 
television operation or radio operation. 

I agree that there are serious problems. 

When the Commission was considering the television problem, I 
gave a lot of consideration to whether or not they meen eliminate 

|| VHF and put everything into UHF. In my own mind, like every- 
one else in the industry, I speculated.as to what would be best in de- 
veloping a truly nationwide system. 

The Commission issued this allocation plan. I think it is a good 
one. I don’t want to discuss the merits of it. 

Senator Porrrr. Do you think that a UHF station can be competi- 
tive in, and take your own area, in a mixed market ? 

Mr. Krenes. Ido. Verily if a 200-watt station can compete with a 
5,000- or 50,000-watt station in Washington and Baltimore 
Senator Hunt. Do you think that they could compete without 

network program ? 

Mr. Kipnes. I don’t know, Senator. That is something that none 
of us can tell. Those who might think about the ultimate in television 
might wonder whether networks are the answer in television pro- 
graming. 
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bates ntly a well-known movie producer suggested that he thought 

dependent aoe rations, utilizing films produced in Hollywood of top 
stars would be the ultimate success for television. I don’t know. 

As I said earlier, many people believe that a network affiliation is 

solutely essential to success in radio, There are many broadcasters 
here today who will tell you that if they are affiliated in the networks 
a good independent will give them a run for their money, competitive 
wise in their markets. 

Senator Hunr. Would you view a local television show or one of 
the network shows? 

Mr. Kipnes. It depends on the program, if the programs were of 
sufhcient interest. Right here in Washington the Du Mont station 
competes rather effectively with the NBC, CBS, and ABC stations. I 
know that from mv experience of having a rly been in the adver 
tising agency business in Washington, and the Du Mont station in 
Washington I believe programs perhaps SO percent of its time locally. 

Senator Hunr. Do you think that UHF could be successful in 
Norfolk, Va., with only one-half the receiver sets that the VHF has? 

Mr. Kienes. I don’t know the answer to that, Senator. I under 
stand that the NBC affiliate—and I have not seen the figures—that it 
is doing rather well in Norfolk with 100,000 sets outstanding. 

Senator Hunt. Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any further questions? 
nator Hunt. No, Mr. Chairman. 

‘nator Porrrr. Mrs. Bowring. 
‘nator Bowrine. No questions. 

Senator Porrer. Thank vou for your statement, Mr. Kipnes. 

Mr. Kipnes. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. A. Earl Cullum, Jr., 
consulting radio engineer. 
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STATEMENT OF A. EARL CULLUM, JR., CONSULTING RADIO 
ENGINEER 


Mr. Cutitum. I am a consulting radio engineer with offices located 
in Dallas, Tex. I have requested permission to appear before this com- 
mittee because certain proposals have been made to it which I, as an 
engineer, feel are incompatible w af the public interest. My qualifica- 
tions are attached as appendix 

Before continuing I might nies at this point the television alloca- 
tion hearing which was held over several years and which is being 
discussed here at great length went into many involved factors in try 
ing to decide what channels should be allocated and how they should 
be allocated. 

One of the factors that influenced the Commission, and I think prop- 
erly so, is the public interest viewpoint, how much service you can 
render by a station. Particularly I would like to mention, and I ean 
supply copies for the record if you should need them now or later, 
that there were two exhibits put into the te levision allocation hear- 
ings that probably did more to get the Commission to accept high 
power and high towers for VHF than any other two exhibits. I pre- 
pared the exhibits. If anybody wants to blame anybody for what 
happened, they can blame me as much as anybody else. 

I rested my case at that time and I do at this time strictly on the 
point of providing public service. I think there is too much thought 
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ven many times to the interests of Congress, the interests of the 
(‘ommission or the interests of the broadcasters. We have to think 
bout public service rendered. 

| have prepared in previous cases and I intend to discuss most of 

ese subjects now and I intend to direct most of my remarks to the 

iblic-service viewpoint. 

Phe act of Congress, which created the Federal Communications 


Commission, stated that the Commission was created for the purpose— 
* * * of regulating interstate and foreign commerce in communication by wire 


d radio so as to make available, so far as possible, to all the people of the 
United States a rapid, efficient, nationwide and worldwide wire and radio 


munication service * * *, 


It is to the problem of making a television service available to all of 
the people of the United States that I wish to direct my remarks. It is 
recognized that engineering factors are not the only consideration in 
developing a truly nationwide service. The engineering considera- 

ons, however, are the basic considerations upon which any such serv- 
ce must be built. I, therefore, want to furnish this committee with 
the engineering background for my remarks. 

Senator Porrer. You stated a truly nationwide service. You said 
nothing about a competitive service. 

Mr. Curtum. This has to come out. If we have more than one 
station we have to have competition. In certain parts of the country 
you cannot have two stations. If you have service you have to have 
one service. In most of the areas you can have two. You can have 
three, four, or five. There is a question as to whether you can have 
as many services as are provided for. That is an economic problem 
and not an engineering problem. 

Senator Porrer. Your presentation deals with nationwide coverage 

nd the competitive, the economic factor, is not a matter of consid- 
eration ¢ 

Mr. Cuttum. It has to be tied together, but not primarily a portion 
ot my statement. 

In the first place, it should be understood that, if an adequate signal 

available, there need be no difference between the quality of televi- 

ion picture provided by either a UHF or VHF television station. 
There are differences in the ability of VHF and UHF to establish 
any given signal intensity and also there are differences in the signal 
ite nsity required to give adequate sery ice. 

In transmitting a television signal by VHF or UHF, electromag- 

etic energy is radiated from the transmitting antenna, attenuated 

through space, reflected or diffracted by the intervening terrain, in 
tercepted by the receiving antenna and converted to signal at the 
receiver. Basically, the system is this—energy is radiated, there is a 
loss over the propagation path, some of the energy is intercepted and 
onverted to usable signal. 

In comparison with VHF the path losses are substantially greater at 
UHF, the amount of energy intercepted is generally substantially less 
at UHF unless extremely elaborate and expensive receiving antennas 
are used so that lesser signals are available at UHF. Furthermore, 
a greater strength of signal is required to produce a satisfactory pic- 
ture at UHF. The signal required depends upon the electrical noise 
present in the receiver which appears as “snow” on the screen. Present 
UHF sets are relative snowstorms in this regard. 
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It is seeu that all of the factors favor the VHF services, and in 
fact tend to favor the low band VHF services. In addition the same 
factors favor the lower UHF channels as compared with the higher 
UHF channels. This is a fact that is not generally recognized or 
admitted, but one which makes it extremely doubtful that all of the 
70 UHF channels will be capable of providing satisfactory service. 
They are not now and will not be able to provide comparable service 
for many years to come, if ever. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, the higher up the band they go 
the more power it takes to cet the quality ¢ 

Mr. Cutitum. The same quality of picture. It takes more for chan 
nel 18 than for channel 2. The reason is that it causes more for 
channel 83 than for channel 14. It is a graded type of problem. 

In an attempt to equalize the service of the several classes of stations 
the Federal Communications Commission has provided that low band 
VHF stations be restricted to a radiated power of 100 kilowaits while 
high band VHF stations are permitted 316 kilowatts and all UHF 
stations are permitted 1,000 kilowatts. Equipment is available to 
permit stations to achieve full power on all VHF channels, but the 
present stage of equipment development now limits the maximum 
power possible at UHF to approximately 250 kilowatts. 

In order to show the effects of several of the factors discussed above, 
I have prepared a series of bar graphs which depict the service area of 
television stations in the various bands. These are shown in Figure 1 
attached. 

Senator Porrer. Both your qualifications and the graph which you 
referred to will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(Qualifications of Mr. Cullum and graph of relative service area 
of television facilities are as follows: 


APPENDIX 1 


QUALIFICATIONS OF A. EARL CULLUM, JR. 


1. He isa consulting engineer with offices located in Dallas, Tex. 
2. He graduated from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1931 with 
a Bachelor of Science degree in communication engineering. 
3. Since 1936 he has maintained an office as a consulting engineer 
4. During World War II, he was employed by the Office of Scientific Research 
and Development. Under that employment 
(a) He was Associate Director of Radio Research Laboratory at Harvard 
University, Cambridge, Mass. 
(bv) He was expert consultant to the Secretary of War on electronic 
matters 
(c) He was expert consultant to the United States Strategic and Tactical 
Air Forces on electronic matters. 
5. Since World War II, he has been employed as expert consultant to the 
Joint Research and Development Board. Under that employment— 
(a) During the last of 1945, he was the first executive secretary of 
electronics committee of the Joint Research and Development Board. 
(b) From 1946 through 1948, he was consultant to the electronics com- 
mittee of Research and Development Board. 
(c) From 1946 through 1947, he was chairman of the countermeasures 
panel of the Electronics Committee. 
(d) During 1948, he was a member of the countermeasurements panel of 
the electronics committee. 
6. He is a fellow of the Institute of Radio Engineers. 
7. He has been awarded the Presidential Certificate of Merit. 
8. He appears regularly before the Federal Communications Commission as an 
expert Witness on allocation matters, 
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Mr. Cuttum. They are summarized in the following table in which 
consideration has been given to present-day receiver sensitivities : 


Pow Hh ; Relative 
( k fe Comments service area 
(percent 
VHI i 100 
00 VHI 65 
‘ 1.000 1.000 UHF 47 
R3 | 1, 000 1, 000 UHF 26 


Senator Porrer. In other words, we cannot get the 1,000 kilowatts 
on channels 14 or 83 and so we have to have 250 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Cutitum. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Would that reach 100 percent, 60 or 70 miles? 

Mr. Cuttum. Yes, sir. about 70 miles. 

Senator Porrer. And channel 83 would be what ? 

Mr. Cuiium. Fifteen percent of the area in square miles. That 
doesn’t mean 15 percent of the radius. Forty percent of the radius 
would be 16 percent. 

If consideration is given to the present power possible at UHF, the 
above table may be extended as follows: 


Relative 
Comments | service area 
(percent 


Power Height 
kilowatts feet 


I 31 
I 15 


If consideration is also given to additional propagation losses at 
UHF, the table may be extended as follows: 


Relative 
Comments service area 
(percent 


14 250 1,000 UHF 8 


If further consideration is given to the fact that few UHF stations 
use heights of 1,000 feet, and 500 feet is used, the table may be ex- 
tended further: 


Relative 


nnel nt Hie Comments service area 
Li Vu uit (pe reent 
14 a 250 "0 9 
8 : = : 250 50) UHF 4 


This latter table is more typical of the present UHF stations. 

This, as I mentioned, is summarized and the figure 1 in the bar 
graph takes the same data which I have discussed and puts it in a 
relative form. It shows the VHF and the UHF, just because of their 
technical limitations, that nobody can do anything about it, whether 
it is Congress or the Commission, you just have that problem. It 


rllee 
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ts 


it 
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i law of nature. There are a few UHF stations that do have higher 
ehts and do attempt to do a more extended area, but this is the 
veneral type of UHF station we now have using 500 feet or higher 

d powers from 50 to 250 kilowatts, 

A comparison of the above figures clearly shows that the service 
irea now possible with UHF stations is vastly inferior to the Service 
rea poss ible with VHF stations. When consideration is given to the 
l oe service possible with maximum power, with rn receiver 


ensitivities and with optimum terrain the service are: 1 possible with 
[ HF stations is still inferior to the service area possible from a VHF 
tion. These are engineering facts and are at the heart f the 


oblem of the UHF telecasters. These engineering facts make 

clic ulous the proposal advanced by the UHF Velev islon Association 

iat all telecasting be confined to the ultra-high frequencies. 

Phi only means of providing television service to vast rur: al areas 

by use of VHF unless there is virtually complete subsidy of a vast 

unber of stations in rural communities. In ad aren in rugged te1 
iin, such as the area about Pittsburgh, Pa. . VHF ; ice Is essential 
prov ide adequate service to the metropolit: in area. 

\dding to the problem of the UHF telecasters is the fact that not 
ill people within ‘their service area will have sets adjusted to receive 
CHEF signal. When it is considered that there are in excess of 20 

llion receivers which are incapable of receiving UHF today, and 
that it would cost perhaps $50 each to convert, it can be seen that the 
public is being asked to undergo a potential outlay of $1 billion for 
Line privilege ot recelving UHF television, The l HF Television 
ee lation effective ly proposes to tax the public by this amount so 

it some uneconomic operations may have a better chance of survival. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question ? 

Senator Porrrer. Yes. 

Senator Hunt. What additional cost do you think would be neces 
sary for a manufacturer to incur in a set if he manufactures it properly 
to receive a very high outlet like this. 

Mr. Cutitum. It has been estimated from $15 to 350, depending on 
how he does it. To do it well, to get the sets to perform properly, i 
may cost more than $50. One is the quick and dirty way which allows 
you to put a number on your set, but it still does not work very well. 
Right now it is technically impossible to build a good UHF receiver, 
and since they don’t know how to build it they don’t know how good 
it will be or how much it will cost. 

We know how to build a good radar receiver, but they cost not $50 
but hundreds and thousands of dollars, so there is an economic prob 
lem as to whether you want a sel with numbers on the front of it or 
whether you want a set that works. 

There is another part of the problem here and that is that those 
are all right for metropolitan areas. There is no doubt about a 
UHF station providing service to a mrenrpol an area, but in the 
rural areas you will force the farmers to buy UHF receivers and 
cannot put a service there. The vast part of this country is still made 
up of a lot of square miles. 

Senator Porrer. We had a set manufacturer, Mr. Tazian, who testi- 
fied that he has an all-channel tuner that he can produce for about 
$7. Are you familiar with that? 
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Mr. Cuttum. No, lam not. I know he is a good manufacturer and 
I think he would be the first to say that he cannot build for $7 a re 


ceiver that has as low a noise figure for UHF as VHF. He can build 
a receiver that will work well in metropolitan areas, but my point 
is tht we have got rural areas to develop and he would probably 


build it out in the metropolitan area where a mediocre UHF set will 
give good results, but I am quite sure he would not propose that par 
ticular unit for areas of 70 miles from UHF stations. It just would 
not prov de the service. 

The problem of reduced coverage with UHF stations would be 
alleviated if UHF stations could be built and could operate with less 
expense than a VHF station. The truth of the matter is, however, 
that only the cost of UHF transmitting plant sicieanie is less ex 
pensive at the present time, and this is only because full power trans 
mitters are not available. For stations capable of providing the same 
type of program service there would be no difference in the cost of 
studio buildings and equipment between a UHF and a VHF station. 

When all factors are considered the initial cost of a UHF station 
is approximately the same as the initial cost of a VHF station. Gen- 
erally speaking, then, the investment per viewer with a UHF station 
is greater than the investment per viewer with a VHF station. 

Experience indicates that the investment per viewer is not the ma- 
jor criterion which will determine the success or failure of a tele- 
vision station. A more important factor is the cost of operation. If 
we assume that either a UHF station or a VHF station at the same 
location would provide the same type and quality of program serv- 
ice then the cost of operating the station will not differ one from the 
other 

Since a UHF station will generally serve appreciably fewer per 
sons and since it costs the same amount to operate, the operating cost 
per viewer must be higher than for a VHF station. Where there is 
demand for this type of service, or additional service, and where the 
unit cost is not excessive. so that the advertiser, and ultimately the 
public, is willing to pay the price then, in those locations, UHF sta 
trons will be successful. 

(ny attempt to force all telecasting stations to use UHF can only 
result in an increased cost for the use of the medium or in a serious 
reduction in its use. In either case it is the public that will suffer. 

It is generally conceded that the 12 VHF channels by themselves 
cannot provide a truly nationwide television service to all of the people 
of the United States. 

It is not generally realized that 70 UHF stations cannot provide 
a truly nationwide television service to all the people of the United 
States. In other words, with the limited service area of which I have 
just spoken, if you put a all of them and redistribute, start it over, 
you still can not prov ide by UHF alone a nationwide television serv 
ice aS we now see it. There have got to be some changes and I do 
not believe we will have them. 

Senator Porrrer. You have to use both bands. 

Mr. Curitux. And even with both bands, no. Take this channel 2 
station here and it is going to take, if channel 83 is operating, even 
with its 1,000 kilowatts ia ay Me feet which it now cannot do tech 
nically, but we anticipate can be done in some vears, it will take 
of this type of station to cover what 1 VHF will cover. The country 
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not built realizing that television was going to be put in that 


rr 
ith 


One of the consulting engineers here in Washington said if we 

int a truly nationwide service we should build the stations and then 

ld the towns around the stations. That is just how impractical 

me of the proposals of the UH F broadcasters are. 

It was also recognized that, in order to survive, individual VHF 
tations would have to have relatively extensive service. In order 

achieve this it was necessary that stations on the same channel be 

parated by a considerable distance so that they would not mutually 
stroy an excessive amount of each other’s service area. Also stations 
aaronuan channels require a lesser separation for the same reason. 

It is because of these necessary separations between stations and 

e fact that cities do not conveniently occur with exactly the re- 

red minimum separation that the V HF stations are unable to cover 

ie entire country. It is for this reason also that certain cities cannot 
ive assigned to them more than a limited number of VHF stations. 
It was to provide additional television outlets in certain cities and 
0 provide local television outlets in some areas where it was imprac- 

‘able to assign VHF channels that it was necessary to expand the 

levision broadcasting industry into the UHF. 

\fter the conclusion of hearings which lasted from 1948 to 1951 
during which there was a freeze on new construction, an allocation 
plan was adopted, which is basically the present plan, and applica- 

ons for construction permits to build new television broadcast sta- 
tions were accepted by the Federal Communications Commission. 
Since in each city there were only a limited number of television alloca- 
tions available and there was great demand for many of the alloca- 
tions, it was realized that it would be nec essary to hold hearings to 
determine which among several applicants for any one facility should 
be granted the construction permit. 

The freeze was lifted over the entire country at one time, so that 
t was also realized that the Commission would be faced with the 
requirement of holding a great number of hearing for communities 
ill over the United States. 

It was obviously a physical impossibility to decide all of the hear- 
ngs at one time. In an attempt to make an equitable procedure, 

» Federal Communications Commission established a set of priori- 
ties to determine the order of hearings. 

Now, more than 2 years after the lifting of the freeze, the process 

f hol ling hearings to determine which among ¢ ompeting applic ants 
should be granted a construction permit is still going on. In fact, 1 
ertain major cities hearings have not yet begun. 

Obviously the competition was most severe for the more desirable 
hannels. This resulted in a situation where there were multiple 

pplicants for VHF channels in cities and in many cases there were 
nly single or even no applicants for UHF channels in the same cities. 
It is just as obvious that most, if not all, applicants for VHF channels 
ooked at the UHF channels available and wondered whether or not 
t would be wise to drop the application for the VHF facility and 
ipply for a UHF facility, in the hope of geting a long head start 
on the VHF competition. In every case where a client of mine asked 
ie to consider and give my opinion on the advisability of making 
such a change in order to be able to get on the air earlier with a U HF 
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facility I advised very strongly against it where there was or would 


be adequate VHF service 


Generally . other con petent counsel] was also sought and in every 
case that I know of the recommendation made was the same as mine. 
My advise was oe oO! 1 Stud ed opinion that. in il competitive 
market, it was essential that the rreatest possible service be rendered 
by a television station and that 1t was very doubtful that a station 


without extended service would be able to compete economic: ally with 
uperior services. Experience now indicates my recommendations 
were correct, 

| nder our svstem of broadea ting, ] believe that ultimately the 
cost of operation ot a television station and the return on the invest 
ment must come from the public in the form of acceptance of adver 


tised prod icts. ‘| he advert) sing cost, which includes the cost of the 
television fac ility, is beneficial if it creates a sufficient increase in the 
market so that other savings exceed the advertising cost. This re 


quires a wide-base relatively low-cost advertising medium with good 
public acceptance. 

Wherever the unit costs are too high, or the coverage is inadequate, 
television is not an economical medium whether it is VHF or UHF. 
That this is true is witnessed by the number of VHF stations that 
have suspended operations, or have decided against commencing oper 
ations. It is also borne out in the profit-and-loss statements of sta- 
tions 1n large metropolitan areas, such as Ne Ww York and Los Angeles. 
There, there are so many competing serv ices that some stations do not 
have a sufliciently wide audience appeal. Some 50 percent of the 
stations in those 2 cities are actually losing money. 

On the basis of the engineering facts, wide-area coverage by single 
stations is possible only with VHF. In certain areas where the ter 
rain is relatively smooth, UHF stations can serve the principal city 
ipproximately as well as VHF stations. Beyond a rather limited 
radius, however, UHF service has difficulty in competing with VHF, 
which can provide service to much greater radii. The populations 
residing at distances of 50 to 100 miles from metropolitan areas hav- 
ing television services can look only to two main sources for television 
service. Either they must depend upon the service from VHF outlets 
in the metropolitan areas, the only wide-range service available, or 
they may devs lop local outlets. It was for this latter purpose in part 
that it was necessary to add allocations for UHF channels. W here 
there is demand, economic justification, and suitable terrain, local 
UHF outlets will provide a satisfactory service. 

In the rural areas, however, without suffice iently large population 
centers the only hope of receiving television service comes from an 
augmented VHF service. Sudieientee, in metropolitan areas ha\ 
ing rugged terrain large segments of the population can only receive 
satisfactory television service through the use of VHF. 

At the present time there is a certain limit to the number of sta- 
tions throughout the country. This is not a matter of regulation 

fact, most allocations are not used—but a matter of economic fact. 
There are factors which over a period of years will tend to increase 
the number of services possible. Technological improvements are 
possible which will permit increased service by UHF stations. 

These factors include higher power transmitters, more sensitive re- 
ceivers, better antenna systems. Whether or not the potential im- 
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I vements are realized depends upon the demand for the improve 
nt and the willingness of the public to pay the added cost for sets 
a service, In any event however, we cannot now foresee that { HF 


evision stations will be able to serve by any means as wide an area 

. . VHF station at the same location. 
\s the industry grows experience and study will result in redue- 
n the cost of providing a television program service for both 
\ HF and [ HF. Technological factors are also at work here, which 


er the years will have their effect. 

(he use of magnetic tape instead of film offers one possible means. 
New-type studio equipment designed with emphasis on ease of opera- 

and maintenance and more reliable equipment all offer the hope 

reduced operating costs. The major contribution, however, will 

obably be made by the ingenuity of station management and pro 

un personnel in devising simple yet effective program sources. 

\ combination of the above factors should lead to a television serv 
ce which will gradually increase the total number of statioris over 
e foreseeable future. 

Certain proposals have been made to this committee by members 
f the UHF Television Association. These proposals call for a va- 
ety of actions from a new freeze on the granting of new television 
tations to the foreecd elimination of the VHF television service and 
e use of UHF alone. 

The UHF Television Ascociation claims to be a group of pioneers. 


_ 


The truth of the matter is that many UHF telecasters who are in 
rect competition with VHF stations are not pioneers but instead 
ramblers. The real pioneers of the television industry are the pre 
reeze VHF stations which started television when no one knew 1f it 
would be economically feasible and also those VHF and UHF tele 

isters who now are attempting to provide service to rural com- 
nunities of limited size. 
The UHF telecasters who are now in competition with VHF, or 
re faced with competition with VHF, have not pioneered, but instead 
ive merely gambled that the expansion of VHF television would 
encounter serious delays. Their arguments for the elimination of 
VHF television are purportedly based on a desire to develop a na 
tionwide service. In view of the limited service area of UHF stations, 
his can only be achieved by a great expansion in the number of sta- 
ons in many small rural communities. In this connection it is 
nteresting to note the affiliation of the directors of the UHF Televi 
sion Association. 

Mr. Poller, of WCAN-TY, Milwaukee, is now in competition with 

| VHF station of long standing and faced with competition from 2 
idditional VHF stations. Is his interest in the rural viewer or in 
hisown competitive situation ¢ 

Mr. Tenenbaum of WTVI, Belleville, Tll., claiming to be a St. 

Louis station, now is in competition with 1 prefreeze VHF and 1 
UHF station and is faced with competition from 2 additional VHF 
stations. 

Is his interest in the rural viewer or in his own competitive 

situation ? 

Mr. Garrison of KACY, Festus, Mo., also claiming to be a St. 

Louis station, is now in competition with 1 prefreeze VHF station 
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and 1 UHF station, and is now faced with competition from 2 addi- 
tional VHF stations. 

Is his interest in the rural viewer or in his own competitive 
situation ¢ 

Mr. Berk of WAKR, Akron, Ohio, only 30 miles from Cleveland, 
Ohio, where there are 3 prefreeze VHF stations is faced with com- 
petition from them. 

Is his interest in the rural viewer or in his own competitive 
situation ¢ 

Mr. Loewi of WITV, Fort Lauderdale, Fla., only 25 miles from 
Miami, and only 15 miles from the “farm” where you place the towers 
for the Miami stations, claiming to be a Fort Lauderdale-Miami sta- 
tion, is now in competition with 1 prefreeze VHF station and 1 UHF 

station, and facing competition from 2 additional VHF stations. Is 
his interest in the rural viewer or in his own competitive situation ? 

Mr. McKinnon of WGVL, Greenville, S. C., now in competition 
with one VHF station, is faced with competition from a VHF station 
in nearby Spartanburg. 

Is his interest in the rural viewer or in his own competitive 
situation ¢ 

Very frankly, as I have looked at some of the testimony and 
exhibits and heard some of the testimony, it is unclear to me as to 
whether some of these UHF petitioners want another VHF facility 
themselves or want to abolish UHF. Apparently they have antici- 
pated that they are going to be in trouble. But they have anticipated 
they will be in tougher trouble. If they think they have trouble, 
they are just getting rid of the trouble. They want to get this thing 
scrambled up some way to their own advantage and not let in any 
of these communities and Milwaukee, for instance, which was one of 
the last on the Commission’s priority system, and it will be some time 
yet before we get all the VHF stations and the same thing occurs in 
Miami, Pittsburgh, and Boston. All of those places will have con- 
siderably more service in the cities and considerably less in the rural 
area surrounding the cities than they now have. This isa particularly 
untimely thing because they have not given the VHF fellow time to 
provide the service that the Commission anticipates will be provided 
in all these areas. 

Senator Porrer. Do you think that some of the men who went into 
the UHF and received grants for UHF channels relied upon the 
Commission’s report, assuming that they would be competitive and 
be equalized ¢ 

Mr. Cuttum. I do not think that I have said that. I do not think 
the Commission did. 

Senator Porrer. I am wondering when they allowed the UHF, 
whether they assumed that they will secure the 1,000 kilowatt trans 
mitters and the VHF transmitters were limited to 100 kilowatts on 
the lower band and 316 on the other end. T am wondering if they 
felt that would put them in a competitive position and unfortunately 
they were not able to get the power necessary. 

I would like to ask this question, which goes back to the earlier part 
of your presentation: What action will be necessary to put them in 
a competitive position from an engineering standpoint? We have 
the recommendation, the present Commission’s ruling where they can 
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ve the power of 1,000 kilowatts and towers of 1,000 feet. Is that 
lequate to put them in a competitive position from an engineering 
ndpoint ? 
Mr. Cuttum. In Milwaukee I had a client who employed me to 
ly that very problem. In Milwaukee we determined what trans- 
ng equipment was available and going to be available. We made 
gineering studies of service available and also looked at the VHF 
iation, and it became obvious to us and it was my recommendation 
it my client not apply for UHF in Milwaukee. I said 3 or 4 years 
vo that he would be in economic difficulty if he did. 
| also had a client in St. Louis and exactly the same studies were 
de and we came out with essentially the same recommendations. 
had a client in Pittsburgh who asked the same question and we 
ide the same studies and made the same recommendations. 

| had a client in Boston who asked the same question and we made 

e same studies and made the same recommendation. 

| had a client in Miami who asked the same question and we made 

e same studies and made the same recommendations. 

So I don’t barge how these other people operate, but I do not think 
hey found it in the Commission’s report. They may have read be- 
tween the sins or some Wall Street Journal report and came to the 
onclusion that they could ee with the VHF broadcasters, but 
omebody made a big mistake. I don’t know whether the “y employed 
ounsel or maybe they did not. Maybe they did not make the studies, 

t it is beyond me as to why the Congress or the Commission should 
ret upset because somebody did not make some studies and find out 

ese facts in advance and not make the mistakes. 

Senator Porrer. Is it your testimony that UHF cannot compete 
| the metropolitan market ? 

Mr. Cuttum. It can compete in the metropolitan area, but it cannot 
ompete in the rural area. It will have difficulty in competing in 
ertain metropolitan areas where you have rough terrain like around 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

In Miami, Fla., it ought to be able to compete quite well for the 

etropolitan area if you are willing to say I will not worry about a 
idius of 75 miles or more. 

Senator Porrrer. I understood that you advised your clients in these 
netropolitan areas not to apply for a UHF grant. 

Mr. Cutitum. That is right. 

Senator Porrrer. The previous question I asked was whether from 
n engineering standpoint, what would be needed from an engineering 

tandpoint for UHF to be competitive with VHF and would more 
power be the answer / 

Mr. Cutitum. If you could have extreme powers and extreme 
eights, yes. But we are talking of more than 1,000 kilowatts and 
more than 1,000 feet. In other words, the economies get to be very 
difficult to cope with. There are areas though—and I do not want 
to leave the impression that [ am against U HF—there are areas where 

man cannot have a VHF service. Reading, Pa., is one. 

I have a client who started operating there with the largest opera- 
tion in the country; he knew his problems and still knows his problems. 
He is not here asking for help. He is home working on his problems. 
He has got 250 kilowatts of power and about 1,700 feet, trying to cover 
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nmunities in his area, plus the maximum rural service. He 
feels em t ao that or he cannot make a success of it. 
I have a chent in Youngstown, Pa., who is going to 250 kilowatts 


Senator Porrrr. Perhaps I misunderstood your statement. You 
tated you advised against your client applying for UHF in some of 
These etropr tah areas an | | had assumed that UHF filled au gap 
| it correct é 

Mr. Cutium. Yes, sir, if you cannot get the VFH service. Going 
back to Milwaukee, we ant cipated that there would be three VHF 
facilities in Milwaukee and we did not see how our client would have 
much of a station if he had the fourth station and that were a UHF 
station That Was the Wil it all boiled down. We felt that three 
VILE stations would provide service to the city and to the extensive 
rural 


+} 
vil 


the rural are » 


area around there. 

Che fourth one, if it were UHF, would provide service to the city 
but not to the rural area. 

Phe same thine ipplir d to St. Louis and to other cities. 

When you go to Reading, Pa., there is no way to put VHF facility 
in there and there may be a way but I don’t know it. We told the 
client of the studies we made and saw no way to do it, and if he wanted 
to render television service in there he would have to put in a UHF 
tation. He did pul ina UHF facility and he is having his troubles 
because of these othe problems of vett ing the UHF receivers on which 
he 1s working. It is a case of working at it and not erving about it. 
‘I 
dial action.” I would like to consider these item by item. 

(A) A hiatus is requested for a minimum of 90 to 180 days. This 

obviously a stall and a hope that a new freeze will be instigated last 
ing indefinitely and eliminating competition to certain UHF tele 
casters. Such a new freeze would be a gross injustice to the people 
of many of our major cities such as Boston, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, 
Milwaukee, and others where there is today either inadequate telev 
sion service or where an adequate number of services is only available 
if the public invests additional dollars in their television sets. It is 
also an injustice to the applicants in cities such as the above who are 
now involved in hearings to determine which of them will receive 
permission to build additional VHF stations. These applicants would 
be penalized for taking a long and accurate look in the potentialities of 
UHF television in competition with an adequate number of VHF 
services. This request of the UHF Television Association is ob 
viously for the benefit of a limited few and is not for the benefit of 
the public. 

(B) A transfer from VHF te UHF is requested. Such a proposal 
would not provide additional service but would provide less service. 
It is my firm belief that such a transfer can only result in major areas 
of the country not receiving adequate television service. Further- 
more, in those portions of the country where adequate service would 
be available the public would be taxed more than $1 billion for no 
better service and in many cases poorer service than they are now 
recelving. This request of the UHF Television Association is obvi 
ously for the benefit of a limited few and is not for the benefit of the 


public. 


he UHF Teley ision Association has recommended certain “reme 
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if C) Asa “first step” the elimination of intermixture of channels 
been requested. In view of the fact that intermixture does not 

ts xist, any change to avoid intermixture would result in making many 
HF only receivers obsolete, or would require greater additional out- 

yu y by the public. ‘The result would not be improved service and in 


iny cases would result in inferior service. In fact, although it might 
possible to eliminate intermixture within cities, there would always 
ntermixture in the areas between cities. This request of the UHF 
felevision Association is obviously for the benefit of a limited few 


| dis not for the benefit of the public. 
(D) Mandatory regulation of networks and other program sources 

I requested. I cannot help but believe that in the long run the net- 
? rk problem is one of economics. If a network of UHF stations 
( yvuld produce the same viewing audience for the same cost, its exist- 

nce would depend upon its ability to perform a service. In general 
\ group of UHF stations cannot reach the same audience for the 
. same cost. Any regulation of networks which requires that they 

filiate with inefficient UHF stations can only result in additional 
\ osts which ultimately must be borne by the public. This request 
‘ if the UHF Television Association is obviously for the benefit of a 
d mited few and is not for the benefit of the public. 


The CHAIRMAN. I don’t quite care for the fact that you placed 
Youngstown in Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Cuttum. I am sorry, Youngstown, Ohio. 
The CramMan, I might say for the record that that bill was not 
filed at the request of the UHF stations or any other segment of 
e industry. It was filed as a matter of principle. 
Mr. Cutxtum. Yes, sir. 
(EK) Regulations and tax preference to encourage all channel re 
eiver production are urged. This is not an engineering matter so 
[ have no expert opinion on this proposal. 
(F) Modification of present income-tax laws is requested. This is 
ot an engineering matter so I have no expert opinion on this proposal. 
(G) A Federal contract for development and research in UHF 
transmission and receiving tubes is requested. This research would 
onstitute merely another tax on the American public. It will be 
ide by private enterprise if there is demand. If there is not de- 
and, it would be an unnecessary expense. 
(H) A request is made for financial assistance. This is not an 
gineering matter so I have no expert opinion on this proposal. 
The present rules governing television broadcast stations have been 
n effect for over 2 years. T here is no doubt some re: idjustment should 
be made to prov ide additional television service. Any readjustment 
hould be tested, not by the desires of a limited group of telecasters, 
ut by a careful appraisal of the public service which would result. 
In general it is my belief that the present allocation plan has pro- 
ded a reasonable starting point. I do object to the allocation 
hilosophy of the Federal Communications Commission which has a 
tendency to be fixed and inflexible and to make administrative con- 


enience paramount to the public interest. A flexible policy, based 
primar ily on consideration of ese interest, has been followed | in the 
field of standard broadcasting and as a result a truly nationwide 


ery on is approximated. 
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If the Federal Communications Commission would retreat from 
its position of arbitrary requirements and instead would give weight 
to the same type of consideration as has been in standard broadcast 
ng, additi onal service could be and would be provided. No new 
“freeze” or “hiatus” would be required. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Cullum, there has been testimony here that 
the problem has been complicated by the jacking up of the power 
and the extending of the antennas and some of these VHF stations 
blanketing out areas in which UHF stations operate. 


What are your views on that? 

hag Cc LLUM. Well, that is the only way that we are providing 
the rural service. The UHF people will not provide that rural serv 
ice. ‘They have no proposal to provide the rural service. 


If you take any large metropolit: in area, and that is the only place 
where you can afford to use the tall towers and the high power, you 
can aford to do it there because of your large metropolit in area to 
support it and as a by-product. of your service you provide an ex 
eaten rural area for the higher power and the higher tower 

You can go out and if a man goes out some 30, 40, 50, 60 miles away 
from the metropolitan area and if he can come in with a UHF facility 
and provide a better program service and the public prefers it over 
the large station, then he is going to be a success. 

Senator Porrer. We had testimony here I believe yesterday show 
ing the State of New Jersey where it was practically blanketed by 
the high power stations from New York, Philadelphia and Baltimore 

Mr. Cuititum. Right. 

Senator Porrer. Do you think that is a healthy condition ? 

Mr. Cutium. No, and that is one of the very things that I did not 
spell out here, dealing with the flexibility. In New York we have 
seven VHF stations. There is no need for that many. There should 
be flexibility whereby things could be moved out to New Jersey Ol 
Connecticut, not 7 but 1, 2 or possibly 3. To do so the Commission 
procedure now requires that a New York fellow losing money go 
through a process if he wants to put it in New Jersey of cheatin 
his license. He has to take his facility in which he has invested a lot 
of dollars, turn in his license and he is out of business. He can pro 
pose that the facility be taken from New York to Podunk and then 
there is argument as to whether that is the place for it to be placed. 
After the facility has been closed down he has no preference at all. 
It was all right at the beginning. It has served its purpose to be 
frozen in that nature, and rigid in that form for the last couple of 
years. 

You have problems in California too. You have got seven sta- 
tions in Los Angeles and it creates the same kind of problem. Any 
place where you ‘have 7 stations in 1 community you create a problem 
all the way around that community. That is the reason New Jersey 
is in trouble. 

Senator Porrrr. I believe we had a man here from Atlantic City 
during the first phase of our hearings and he had a UHF station, I 
believe, and he was blanketed out by Philadelphia. 

Now, what about the argument that has been used that you locate 
a station for example in Atlantic City—and I don’t know about the 
Philadelphia stations, whether they are too much interested in the 
local problem of the community of Atlantic City—and I would assume 






























cations bar. 


STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 62] 


ey are interested in the local problems of Philadelphia—what about 
argument that is used that the local station going out of business, 
UHF station in the smaller community is blanketed out by the 
VHF stations and that the community loses by the lack of having a 

il station ¢ 

Mr. Cutium. That is always a problem, but around Philadelphia 

ere are probably 100 other cities that do not have local expression. 

Philadelphia is possibly 1 of 100 that had that problem. It gets around 
what does the public want. The public wants network service. 
ey are not too interested in the Atlantic City service. They ap 
ently want network service. They are getting some degree of net 
rk service from Philadelphia. They can get better network service 
shave even bigger VHF stations in Philade ‘Ip hia. 

Senator Porrrer. If for example at Atlantic City you could keep a 
work, then you feel that it would have been successful ? 

Mr. Cutitum. I think it would have been marginal even then. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Bricker, do you have any questions? 

The CiarrmMan. No. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Bowring, do you have any questions? 

Senator Bowrine. No questions. 

Senator Porrrr. Thank you, Mr. Cullum. 

Mr. Cunttum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. Franklin C. Salisbury. 
STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Sauispury. Senator Potter, members of the committee, I first 
nt to thank you very much for this opportunity to appear before 


nator Porrer. We are happy to have you here. 
Mr. Sanispury. At the request of certain of the officers and directors 
television broadcasting station KSTM-—TYV, operating on UHF 
annel 36 in St. Louis, Mo., I have been asked to draw on their experi- 
‘and my own to assist this Senate subcommittee in their efforts to 
prepare legislation which will provide the United States with a system 
( of television broadcasting making available the widest opportunities 
rr both broadcasters and viewers. 

Television station KSTM-TYV is, I believe, the only television sta 
on which is presently oper: itil with UHF equipment and simul 
taneously participating in a hearing before the Federal Communica- 
tions C ommission for authority to telecast using VHF equipment. 
We are thus in the unique position of having an opportunity to serve 
the peels in the St. Louis area and to evaluate from actual experience 
W hie h system of television broadcasting will best serve the community. 
If this committee shares with us the respect which we have for actual 
«xperience, then we believe our advice will be of assistance. 

My own experience in the field of radio has been both actual and 
theoretical. In 1939 and 1940, I was administrative assistant to Com- 
missioner Thad H. Brown, Republican member of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission from Ohio. For a period thereafter I was 
on the legal staff of the Commission: After approximately 6 years 
with various legal staffs of the United States Army, I returned to the 
field of radio in the practice of law. I am a member of the Communi- 


+ 
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From the more practical side, I am an officer, director and stock- 
holder in AM radio station KSTL in St. Louis, Mo., and similarly in 
radio station WBIS, . Conn. In television, I am counsel for 
KSTM-—TYV of which L am also stockholder. 

Our experience—that of my associates in KSTM-TV and myself- 
convinces us that it is impractical to try to operate a television station 
in the best public interest with two different incompatible types of 
transmission in the same area competing for the same listeners. If 
Congress is interested in avoiding monopoly in the television broad 
ast, field it should instruct the Communications Commission to elimi- 

te the intermixture of UHF and VHF frequencies in the same tele- 
ast market area. 

We earnestly recommend to this subcommittee that section 307—B 
of the Communications Act of 1934 be amended by the addition of 
the following language or similar wording: 





In considering applications for television construction permits, licenses, modi 
fications and renewals thereof, the Commission shall eliminate as promptly as 
possible intermixture of UHF and VHF channels in the same market area. In 
order to permit an orderly shift from intermixed telecasting, existing VHF sta 
tions in areas where it is administratively determined that the best service can 
be obtained by all UHF service, shall be reassigned UHF channels. One VHF 
outlet in each such area may be continued, but for a period of no longer than 
five’ years. Where the area is determined to be more suitable for all VHF 
ervice, the UHF stations shall be reassigned VHF channels. One UHF outlet 
in each such area may be continued, but for a period of no longer than five years 
Where an insufficient number of channels are available to reassign existing sta 
tions, competitive hearings shall be had to determine which existing station 
hall be preferred for the available channels as the public interest, convenience, 

d necessity may demand 

Senator Porrer. What recommendation did you have for people 
who have invested in certain types of receivers?’ You may take a 
UHF area, for instance, and the people have invested in VHF receiv- 
ers, or the other way around. 

Mr. Savispury. I have set forth in this particular proposed amend 
ment that one VHF station would be kept for 5 years, which means 
that in the St. Louis area they have only 1 VHF station now and they 
will not be adversely affected now. In 5 years I believe that the new 
sets coming out will be so good that almost everybody will have re- 
placed their sets anyway. I see the problem and I do not want to see a 
person who has a set now adversely affected so that he cannot use that 
set. : 

The attention of this committee is respectfully directed to the facts 
of television broadcasting as illustrated by the situation in St. Louis. 
Mo., which is presently an intermixed market. Seven channels are 
presently assigned to St. Louis: VHF channels 4, 5, 9, and 11, with 
channel 9 reserved for noncommercial educational use, and UHF 
channels 30, 36, and 42. The Pulitzer Pub lishing Co, operates pre 
freeze station KSD-TYV on channel 5 in St. Louis. 

The Cuarrman. What is the population of St. Louis? 

Mr. Sauissury. I would say about 1,200,000. I am from Detroit 

d Cleveland myself. 

Signal Hill Telecasting Corp. operates UHF station WTVI on 
channel 54, in Belleville, I1l., within the St. Louis metropolitan area. 
Broadcast House, Inc., operates UHF station KSTM-TYV on channel 
36. The Ozark Television Corp. of St. Louis until recently operated 
station KACY on channel 14. KACY was the first victim of the 
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ent allocation system in the St. Louis area. Construction permits 
ve also been issued for UHF stations KFUO-TY on channel 30 and 
UHF station WIL-—TYV on channel 42 in St. Louis. 

With respect to VHF channel 1, the Federal Communications Com 
sion on April 21, 1954, granted the application of KWK, Inc., for 
onstruction permit to operate a VHF telecasting station in St. 

Louis, Mo. The status therefore of present and potential telecast 
for St. Louis, can be summed up by the statement that there 

VHF station with ap proxim: itely 600,000 sets in the area apab le 

f receiving its signal and 2 UHF stations on the air with approxi 
itely 200,000 of the same se ts equip ped to listen 7 UHF signals. Of 
se presently broadcasting stations, KSD-TV brings to the people 
st. Louis NBC and some CBS programs. WTVI brings Du Mont 

d some CBS programs, while KSTM-TV brings ABC network 

rograms. 

| should have continued on to state that channel 4 is about to go on 
air, Which means that one of the existing UHF stations will lose 


network. As soon as court of appeals denied the stay in that par 
lar VHF channel controversy we were notified by ABC that we 
ild lose our network. They have a 6-month cancellation period. 


Senator Porrer. Is tht a common clause put in all the contracts, a 
month cancellation ? 
Mr. Sauispury. I understand it is. 
Senator Porrer. In other words, a 2-year contract doesn’t mean 
ih if a new VHF station comes in? They can cancel it in 6 
ths ¢ 
Mr. Sauissury. I think that is true. There may be a difference | 
ween an affiliate like ourselves and a basic station. 
It was originally conceived by the Federal Communications Com 
niision that the widest system of telecasting would result from the use 
both VHF and UHF assignments, side by side, in any particular 
com nails ; that UHF stations and VHF stations could compete for 
steners in the same community on a favorable basis. We do not 
iticize the Commission for reaching this decision at the time, since 


was at best an “educated” guess. 
It is very obvious, however, from the facts which have been de 


veloped subsequently and which are eloquently spread on this record, 
that it is impossible to have a telecasting system which is based on 
two incompatible engineering systems of telecasting oper ating in the 


me community. One or the other will be driven out. The result is 
inevitable diminution of the amount of service which the public 
can receive in any given area. The result is an ine vitable monopoly 


which will irreparably damage this most important means of mass 
munication so newly available. 

'C ripple television, if you will, but at least be forewarned. 

It is beyond credulity to believe that the FCC, if presented with 
the intermixture problem for the first time today, would have any 
hesitance in prohibiting this incompatible anomaly. However, the 
Federal Communications Commission has an understandable re- 
luctance to change its mind; a natural, human reaction. 

We therefore address ourselves to Congress, which has never com- 
mitted itself one way or the other on the merits of “intermixture” and 
suggest that Congress has the responsibility to instruct the Commis- 
sion by an appropriate amendment of the Communications Act. 
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My client, KSTM-—TYV, petitioned the Commission on October 15, 
1953, that the table of television assignments contained in section 3.606 
of the rules be amended to eliminate intermixture. It had the serv- 
ices of George P. Adair, consulting engineer in Washington, D. C., 
who studied the allocations available for St. Louis, and determined 
that UHF channels 64, 70, 76, and 82 are available for St. Louis in 
full compliance with the standards of good engineering practice. 

I might add that is in addition to the other UHF channels that are 
prese ntly allocated. 

Obviously, therefore, there is no lack of channels available to St. 
Louis in the UHF band. On the other hand, there is an extremely 
limited number of channels avails ble for commercial use in the VHE 
band in St. Louis. There are only 3 VHF commercial channels which 
is not even enough to provide service from the 4 national networks. 
There are at least 7, and perhaps 9 or 10 available channels, if UHF 
is made the service for the St. Louis area. 

In addition, in evaluating these availabilities, there is really no 
substantial difference between a good service on UHF and a good 
service on VHF. From our actual experience it matters not what 
type of transmitting equipment—UHF or VHF—that one has in the 
transmitter house, for one can serve the public equally well with either. 
This observation is not prompted by theory but by actual operation. 

There is nothing wrong with the quality of the UHF signals pres 
ently available to the people of St. Louis. 

The Cuairman. Couldn’t this have been anticipated by the Com 
mission?’ Was there any testimony with respect to the problems at 
the time the order was issued ? 

Mr. Sarispury. I understand at that hearing there was a consid- 
erable division of opinion and that experts testified on both sides of 
that problem with almost equal weight. I understand that Du Mont 
very expertly asked the Commission to avoid intermixture, but the 
Commission had no actual experience so they went for intermixture. 
We cannot criticize them now. 

The Caarrmman. I know, of course, that hindsight is better than 
foresight, but it seems to me that an engineering problem of that kind 
could have been anticipated, 

Mr. Saurssury. Actually, it is an economic problem as I will show 
in a moment. 

The Cuairman. Is that because of the receivers? 

Mr. Sarispury. Because of the receivers; yes, sir. 

There immediately occurs to mind the question of why VHF trans- 
mitting equipment and UHF television equipment, if it is more or 
less the same, cannot both be used by telecasting stations in the same 
urea. The answer requires the mind to shift from a compulsive in- 
terest in the engineering characteristics of the transmitting equip- 
ment to a view of the economics of telecasting. 

Such a shift of emphasis is difficult for persons whose experience 
and responsibility has not been directed to the total picture involved 
in the presents ition of a telecasting program to an audience. The 
Federal Communications Commission is unable to think in terms of 
economics but only in theoretical engineering possibilities, and is thus 
like a horse with blinders on. 

The economics of the UHF-VHF controversy @fe as simple as they 
are disastrous. Put yourself in the position of an advertiser who 
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a choice between a telecasting station with good signal which can 
h 600,000 sets and a station with a compar atively good signal 
h can reach 600,000 sets and a station with a comparatively good 
il which can reach only 200,000. There is no doubt but that your 
port would be given to the station which could reach the most 
sons. Since it costs as much to reach 200,000 as it does 600,000 
rsons, the operator with the limited coverage still must charge 
ost. as nyt es for his services as that of the more complete service. 
Hence, it has proved impossible to have bargain-basement type of 
erations in television. The results have been and are inevit: ably 
it the medium which does not reach the mass of sets must go out 
f business. The proof of this is that almost every week a UHF 
ition will go out of business until there are no more trying to 
mmpete in this unequal struggle. 
[f, therefore, it is the wish of Congress that there be a limited num- 
of television stations with consequent monopoly in the most. in- 
ential means of communication the world has ever known, Con- 
ss need do nothing but Jeave the Communications Commission free 
pursue its present ill-conceived allocation system. The Communi- 
itions Commission has eloquently revealed that it has no intention 
f giving up its fantasy that intermixture is a practical method of 
oviding television service. This is revealed by its Memorandum 
pinion and Order, adopted December 18, 1953, in response to the 


petition of Broadeast House, Inc., to eliminate intermixture in the 
St. Louis area. The Commission stated: 


{ 


, By its request that VHF channels 4 and 11 be replaced by UHF channels in 
Louis, petitioner is seeking, insofar as possible, to eliminate the intermix 
of VHF and UHF assignments in St. Louis. The Commission explained 
the sixth report issued in our recent television proceedings in Docket 8736 

al. why we considered an assignment plan based on intermixture of VHF and 

HF channels both necessary and desirable. 

The Commission recognized that while UHF broadcasters in areas where 


VHF stations existed would be faced with economic problems, the public in- 


} 


est required that in formulating an assignment plan which was to be the 
isis of the overall development of television for many years to come, a long 
ge view must be taken. The Commission stated its view in the sixth report— 


nd we are still of this view—that UHF stations will eventually compete on a 
ivorable basis with VHF stations. 


If our nationwide assignment plan is to prove effective, UHF stations must 
stitute an integral part of a single, nationwide television service. If inter- 
xture were avoided as suggested by petitioner, it would be necessary to limit 


he number of assignments in certain cities even though a need for such addi 
onal frequencies in the communities existed. 


\ more extensive television service can be made available where some VHF 
signments are made in as many communities as possible than where only 
HF assignments are made in some communities and only UHF in others. The 


ommission, moreover, made clear in the sixth report that it believes that 


herever possible VHF assignments should be employed in large cities to take 


dvantage of the wide-area coverage afforded by such channels. 


Deleting channels 4 and 11 from St. Louis, therefore, would constitute a waste 
the valuable spectrum. We do not believe that the Commission’s principles 
television assignment should be departed from merely hecause of some tem- 
ary adverse effect on private interests. 


The error in the Commission’s thinking is obvious to anyone famil- 


r with actual operating conditions. If VHF and UHF could be 


eceived on the same sets, the Commission’s policy would be well 
ninded. Obviously in such a case a greater service could be provided 
'y assigning as many UHF’s and as many VHF’s in the same com- 
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munity as possible. But since it is a fact that the UHF signal cannot 
be received at all, unless the set is converted, the VHE operation which 


can always be received W thout conversion, will drive out of business 
the | Hr. ‘Thus the need for additional frequencies will continue. 
Even though a large number of incompatible frequencies are as 


signed to the community, as s iggested by the Commission, the need 
tor’ additional” frequen ies will not be met. 

I might interject here that it is amusing that here in Washington 
we have two UHF channels assigned. Of all the places in the world 
where it mportant and desirable to have as many television stations 
to take advantage of the great sources of programing, for example 
the Senate, we have two of them going begging. One of them has been 
applied for but 1 understand they would not ask for it if it was the 
last thing on earth and I also understand the other one, anybody in 


the room can have. You talk about adding additional frequencies 
It is a desirable statement of policy but those additional frequencies 


must be realistic. 
The Commission’s policy of permitting 


intermixture of UHF and 


VHE in the same area is based on a study of the engineering factors 
nvolved. As such it is theoretically accurate. Unfortunately, engi 


neering 1s only one of the elements of the problem and not even the 
most Important, 

I Suppose automobile companies could manufacture smal] cars half 
the size of our ordinary vehicles with no trouble from an engineering 
point of view, but you will agree that this could not be done so as to 
sell the cars at half the price. The economic cost does not coincide 
wil h the engineering principles involved. 

Should the Interstate Commerce Commission decide that in order 
to Iniprove the railroad service, the gauge of the tracks should be cul 
in half in order to provide twice as much service on the same roadbed / 
‘Theoretically. | suppose you could get twice as many trains to operate 
on the same roadbed, if the tracks were half as far apart. You could 
probably keep the existing trains running on the normal size portion 
of this proposed system. However, I am equally sure that there 
would be no increase in service by this opportunity to open a new 
half-size railroad service, since the rolling stock is limited to the stand 
ard gauge. 

The differences of opinion which exist in the present controvers\ 
rest not in the objective to be reached but in the method of carrying 
on toward the objective, namely, to provide the widest possible tele 
vision service to any particular area, the sum of which will provide the 
most complete television service for the whole nation. We have per 
onally discussed this problem with many members of the Commis 
sion’s staff and find that a majority of the Commission’s own person- 
nel believe that intermixture is impracticable. 

However, there is a universal negativism which implies that al 
though a mistake has been made nothing can be done about it. To 
the contraty, we are optimistic that this committee which has the 
responsibility and has no psychological barrier to consider the prob- 
lem can by a short and simple amendment to the Communications Act 
resolve this part of the total problem. 

We will repeat to this committee the arguments which we advanced 
to the Commission, but we hope that here, where there is no pride of 
authorship in the mistaken program, a new policy may be written 
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» the law. We confine our remarks to the St. Louis area. That is 
‘ e one with which we are most intimately acquainted. We have no 
ison to believe that the pattern is not duplicated in other communi- 
es similarly situated. 
(he proposed elimination of the VHF allocations in St. Louis and 
addition of a number of UHF channels would permit all of the 
sent serious applicants to obtain television facilities to serve St. 
These stations can compete with one another without eco- 
nic advantage. If the present allocation of three commercial VHF 
tions is continued in St. Louis, the two presently allocated UHF 
tations will never go on the air, the UHF station KACY which has 
driven off the air will not return, and the existing operating 
CHF stations will not survive. 

Those are the two that are allocated that have not gone on the air. 
In recognition of this fact, the two operating UHF stations have 
pplied to the Commission to shift from UHF to VHF service. The 

ry announcement of the possibility of channel 4 being occupied by 
: he present construction permit holder in the near future was sufli- 
e ent for UHF station KSTM-TY to lose its affiliation agreement with 

: e ABC national network. I brought that up earlier. We have not 

ictually lost it, but we have been notified that they reserve the right 

» change over as soon as the new VHF station gets on the air. 

In addition, advertisers are withdrawing the support in anticipa- 
on of the arrival of the new VHF station. These same advertisers 
. would support any television station which was not competitively 
andicapped by an incompatible transmitting system. The addition 
of every VHF station in an intermixed m: irket is enough to kill three 
UHF stations. Intermixture means monopoly. Monopoly is bad 
government in a democracy. 

The CHarrMan. Is there any difficulty in transferring from the 
established UHF transmitting stations to a VHF transmission ¢ 
: Mr. Satissury. Do you mean from an engineering point of view, 
i egal or financial ? 

The Cuarrman. Engineering. 

Mr. Sauispury. No difficulty. It is not the least expensive thing 
you have to do. You just have to change some of your equipment. 
We propose to do that. 

The CHarrMan. But the same basic facilities could be used ? 

Mr. Sauissury. Yes; you have to make changes in your transmitter 
ind some changes on your tower, but we do not consider it insuperable. 
It will be the least of our problems. 

The Cuarmman. It will not be anything like the original cost? 

Mr. Sauispury. Oh, no. 

Since the publication of its sixth report which gave birth to the 
two-headed body, called intermixture, a great deal of additional ex 
perience and factual data has become available. In fact, at the time 
of the determination of its policies in connection with the assignment 
of UHF and VHF frequencies no actual experience was then avail- 
ible to the Commission. We do not contend that the Commission did 
not. with the information available at the time, formulate otherwise 
adeq late principles of allocation and provide a temporary solution 
for the require ment of immediate assignments. 

The Commission thus in the pioneering period provided the people 
f the United States with a tremendous increase in available television 
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Oo from the now available experience, th 
Congress can further its expressed purpose of foste ring a competitive 
nationwide television system by instructing the Commission to revis‘ 
its table of assignments to conform to the ne ~wly available facts. It 
can stay the granting of additional VHF construction permits to St 
Louis. Because of the large number of VHF receivers, there will be 
little incentive for the avei uge television viewer to convert his rec elvel 
to view UHF channels when there may be several VHF channels 
available to him. 

If the Commission grants construction permits to additional VHI 
stations in St. Louis, or other areas in the United States similarly 
situated, it will give these stations such a competitive financial advan 
tage that it will deprive the people of St. Louis and the other areas 
of the widest potential choice of television programing. This = 
fall can be avoided as the industry is still in its infancy. The problem 
is quite similar to that in the early Gays of the railroad industry when 
tracks of several gages were available, . problem which was solved 
on our continent by the adoption of a dette track width. This 
problem still plagues the continent of Europe and militates against the 
best railroad service to their public. 

We are in effect suggesting that in the community of St. Louis, and 
all other communities similarly situated, the Commission provided 
a standard “track” upon which all television stations can operate with 
out compet itive or other disadvantage. 

We must keep also in mind the need of the present 600,00 tele 
viewers in St. Louis that their present receiving sets be not made 
obsolete before they would wear out in the natural course of events. 
With that in mind, we believe that the presently operating station- 
which happens to be KSD-TV—be permitted to continue to operate 
for a period of 5 years by which time in the normal course of events 
the telesets in the community will have been replaced by their owners. 
Obvy iously, the re pli uweement sets will be capab le of obt: aining U HF 
signals and most like ly will be equipped for color also. 

At the end of the 5-vear period, KASD can then shift over to a UHF 
channel which can be reserved for it. This same plan can be carried 
out in any community where it is determined that the best allocation 
would be to permit all VHF operation. In that case, existing UHF 
stations can be transferred to VHF frequencies, if available, keeping 
one station on the air to service UHF viewers. 

To sum up, it is believed that Congress can provide at this early 
stage in the industry for a broad competitive television system cov 
ering the entire Nation by amending the Communications Act to re 
quire the gradual elimination of the use of incompatible television 
channels in the same community. Both UHF and VHF can be widely 
used except when their incompatibility destroys their effectiveness. 

Elsewhere economic problems will not reflect the engineering dif 
ferences between UHF and VHF and all stations will stand or fall 
in proportion to their acceptance by the public service. The proper 
competitive system is where each television station competes for its 
audience on the basis of its service to the public and not on the basis 
of an unnecessary engineering advantage. The amendment suggested 
will accomplish the public purpose. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions, Senator Bricker? 
The Cuamman,. No further questions. 


ervice However, benefiting 
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Senator Bowrtne. No questions. 


Senator Porrer. 
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Thank you very much, 
sir. 
The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock 
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p.m., the subcommittee recessed until 2 p.m 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


hearing recony ened at 
Porrer. 


p. m., Senator Potter presiding. ) 


Che first witness this afternoon is Mr. 


Mr. 


senator 


WILMOTTE. 
Porrer. 
ord, and speak 


Yes. 
Mr 


k of the room ean he 


Mr. 


senator 


Wivmorre. If 
Porrer. 


. Wilmotte, 
as loudly as is comfortable, so the people in the 
ar. 
they 


Yes. 


don’t 


The subcommittee will come to order. 


Wilmotte. 


Is Mr. 


Wilmotte 


will you identify yourself for the 


hear n 


ie, maybe they 


W ill say 


SO. 


if you don’t hear at this time or with any other witness, just sound 
ff, if you will, and I will appreciate it. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. WILMOTTE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


( 


Mr. 


WILMOTTE. 


My 


y name is Raymond M. Wilmotte, 
1517 30th Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
th offices in the Warner 


residing at 


Lama nee ae engineer 
Building in Washington, D. 


I am a 


ember of the Radio Propagation Advisory Committee of the Fed- 
e! al Communications Commission. 
My testimony will be directed first to the basic reason for the UHF 


) ye 


second, to the engineering aspects of the UHF problem, 


|, third, to the problem of the governmental control of engineering. 
The basic reason for existence of a UHF problem : 
The ‘re are a great many reasons that can be listed for the present 
uhappy state of the UHF television band, but most of them are 


erely 


manifestations of 


the one basic 


fact that 


under 


the rules 


ind standards of the Federal Communications Commission, the serv- 


e from a | 


THE 
from a VHF station. 


station is more costly and not as good as the service 
The facts are simple and generally recognized. 


. ery roughly we can compare the relationship between the lower ends 
band and of the UHF band from the following list: 


‘the VHF 


Minimum 
noise 


ss of power due to curv ature of earth 


Loss of power 


signal 


Ratio of power required at UHF over VHF 


intensity 


due to trees 


including 


antenna 


pickup 


to overcome 


(at about 40 miles) - 


Decibels 
set 
dcneie Ge 
2 


eee 3-6 


3-6 


Loss of power due to shadows from obstructions caused by buildings or 


hills in rolling country__----~- 


Total 


While there may be differences of opinion as to the exact values 


properly applicable to the factors listed above, I believe that a rea- 
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sonable figure for the power ratio required at the lower ends of the 
UHF and VHF band for equal service areas lies betwen 23 db. 
and 46 db. 

Senator Porrer. What do you mean by db. ? 

Mr. Wiimorrr. Iam explaining it. 

Senator Porrer. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Witmorre. That is between 200 and 40,000 to 1. In other 
vords, a UHF station to give about the same service, over a big area, 
10 to 50 miles, would require about 200 times or 40,000 times the 
VHF, de pe nding on the conditions. 

Those figures are very rough, but if we are seeking really good 
service, such as this country can well afford to provide, it is apparent 
that we are not discussing ratios of power of 5 or 10 times, but of 
hundreds a thousands of times. 

The reason I said “good service”’—if you decide you are going to 
leave out some gaps, the ratio would be less. If you dec ide : you are 
trying toe Minis ate as many gaps as possible, then the ratio becomes 
high ' 

So, to some extent, this ratio depends on the United States con 
sideration of what is the standard of good service. 

In terms of square miles of coverage, the difference is far less im- 
portant, for a a. ‘hange in power has relatively little effect on 
the area served as calculated by FCC standards. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that except in very special circum 
stances, the UHF stations would not attract the best programs in com- 
petition with VHF stations. What is surprising is that anyone should 
be surprised that they do not. 

The early start of VHF, ahead of UHF, is an additional handicap, 
one that had been expected and may warrant at this time other than 
engineering techniques, to counteract its effects. But unless the dis- 
crepancy in service between VHF and UHF is overcome at an engi 
neering level, UHF will not generally be able to attract the good 
programs in competition with VHF. 

2. Methods of serving an area: 

; here are broadly two ways of providing service to an area: 

Transmit the program from a single station. 
Transmit the program from several stations. 

The first system is the simplest in concept, the simplest to admin- 
ister, and the only one permitted by the FCC. The second is more 
complex, and is subject to many variations; the success of the system 
is more dependent on the ability of the engineer than on the rules 
of the FCC. 

There are three ways of transmitting programs from several sta 
tions. They are: 

|. Booster operation ; 2. satellite operation ; and polycasting. 

It isthe last one I wish to talk to principally. 

In the first two types, specific effort is made to have the signals 
from the several stations fill in the gaps that the main station fails to 
serve properly. In polycasting, the service from the several stations 
is deliberately made to overlap. It is believed that considerable gain 
is obtainable by this technique, for it fills in both the obvious and big 
gaps as well as the little ones. 

The reason for the gain possible by this system—that is, poly- 
casting—is due to the fact that the signal at one point on the roof 
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house may give a good quality picture and at another point, only 
vy feet away, the quality of the picture may be so bad as not to be 
tn looking at. 

[f signals for a program come from several stations, however, it 

be automatic and natural to install the antenna on the ‘house so 
t will pick out the strongest of the signals. If there are quite a 
tations with the same program trying to serve an area, there will 
ery few points in that area where every one of the signals is weak, 
it the strength of the signal actually used is much greater than 
gnal were coming from one station only. 
Statistical calculations have been made and presented to the FCC 
1949 at the hearings that were held during the freeze, and have 
made part of this record, I understand. A summary of these 
ulations were also published in the proceedings of the Institute 

f Radio Engineers, in July 1951. 

The results of these calculations are surprising. While they were 

le some time ago, I have no reason to modify them appreciably 
I believe the order of their magnitude is correct. 

The calculations were based on an arbitrary theoretical arrange- 

ent of four small stations at the corners of a square, all serving the 

ea within the square and a substantial area beyond it. It was found 
it the effect of ghosts would deteriorate the service too much, if 
nly one channel were used. The arrangement was, therefore, to have 

e stations on a diagonal on one frequency and those on the other on 
inother frequency, requiring two channels. 

On this basis, and allowing for the loss of service due to ghosts, it 
was calculated that: 

(a) Four stations each radiating a maximum of 2 kilowatts of 
power at a height of 300 feet above mean terrain, for a total of 8 
kilowatts, would serve the same area as a single station of about 1,000 
kilowatts radiated power at the same height. This would be true 
both for a relatively small area such as a city and its environs or for 

large rural area, although the spacing between the stations would be 
different in the two cases. 

Quite a few channels of this nature were given in the calculations. 
One of them I will refer to here, as referred to in (0b): 

Twelve similar stations suitably located, or a total of 24 kilowatts 
radiated, would serve the same area as a single station having a power 
of 200 million kilowatts. 

In addition, this system produces less interference to other stations 
because the power is small, and the fading at the edge of the service 
irea is less than with a single station. 

It seems, therefore, that it is possible at UHF to serve a large 
irea, larger than at VHF, and to serve such an area well and 
economically. 

Polyeasting can also be designed with a main fairly powerful sta- 
tion combined with one or more low-powered stations. It can be 
designed to serve a circular area or an oblong area. It can to a great 
extent be designed to fit the social and economic shape of the area 
to be served. 

Senator Porrer. Maybe you will explain a little later on, but I 
till don’t know what polycasting is. 

Mr. Witmorre. Polycasting consists of using several small stations 
nstead of one large one to serve one area. 

48550—54——41 
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Senator Porrer. All on the same channel ¢ 
Mr. Witmorre. Requiring two channels. 


Senator Porrrer. Requiring two channels / 

Mr. Wumorre. Requiring two channels. I will go into that 
little later on—requiring two channels to achieve what seems to by 
an economic and ood service, 


Senator Porrer. Is that being done any place in the country today ¢ 
Mr. Witmorrr. It is not. It is not permitted to be done. 
nator Porrer. It is not permitted by the Commission ? 

Mr. Wi_morter. That is correct. 

Polycasting appears able to serve large, sparsely populated areas 
well. The several stations in such a case would be located in small 
centers of population so selected that the rural area between them 
would be well served; and, very important, the cost will be quite low. 

Two kilowatts’ radiation in power requires practically no sizable 
installation. You can plug it into the wall and have a gain antenna, 
and you can achieve that for relatively few thousands of dollars 
You would still have, of course, at the main station your studios 
and the expensive equipment that goes with a studio operation. 

In the presentation that I made to the Commission in 1949, I made 
an approximate arrangement of stations in two parts of the country, 
one in the Middle West, around Kansas City, and another one in the 
East, around New York and Philadelphia, and it is possible, according 
to my calculations, to give a large number of services all over the 
country, and each one of them—that is the point -each one of them 
would give the operator of the stations a very large population to 
serve, with the result that he on oht to be able to receive adequi ite 1n 
come to provide eood programs—and by large population, ] mean 
even in rural areas in Kansas, without big cities in the populations of 
a hundred, two hundred, and three hundred thousand, would b 
covered with relatively little cost. 

Senator Porrer. How far apart should these stations be? 

Mr. Wiumorre. It will depend on the circumstances. The arrange 
ments that I laid out—some were 10 miles apart; some were 5 miles 
apart; some were 40 miles apart. 

nator Porrer. What was the Commission’s reason for not permit 
ting polycasting ¢ 

Mr. Witmorre. The Commission, actually in its Gen ision, at the 
freeze, said polycasting—I should quote it exactly, but it is in the 
report—should be ae rimented with and tried out before they could 
do anything with it; but, as it was, the engineers of the Commission 
seemed to be interested in it, but had a problem of how to allocate two 
channels throughout the country, which is much more difficult to 
handle than when you have just one channel to one person. 

I think one of the main problems—and I will take that up later—is 
the problem of the extent to which the Commission must decide what 
is good engineering and what is bad engineering, to what extent the) 
have to decide whether a system is possible or isn’t possible, whethe1 
Washington is a good place to make that decision, or whether industry 
“age | make that decision by the normal method that industry uses 

n appropriating and applying new techniques. 

Senator Porrrr. The two channels should be side by side, like— 

Mr. Wiimorrr. Not necessarily; preferably not, but again that 
could be arranged. 
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Commission, there was one channel 


between them, so that there would be little difficulty in separating 


yuld like t 


) megacycles, 


1 am not 


ado Say 


that 


hem, | 


band, say, 


I have the a pl think I can give them to you later, if you 
wut they are in the record, as to the number of pro- 
ims that could be made when using the UHF 
something of that order. 

saying that this system is the best for 
rcumstances, and that no better system will ever be devised ; 
polycast 


from 600 to 


all locations under 


but 


ing shows sufficient promise that television 


‘ast oper: po should be permitted to make use of the system, if 


ey sO desi 


re. 


| will go further and state that any system which makes proper 
gineering use of several stations will give much superior service to 
it provided by a single station—that is, on the basis that the systems 
produce no more than a certain degree of interference to other service 


reas, 


In my opinion, polycasting is likely to prove superior to the other 
multistation systems—possibly not 


mayor ity of 


Government control of engineering: 


Cases. 


inh 


] would like to say 


every Case, 


but in the 


first I 


‘ink that is possibly the key problem that is facing the industry. 
\ key point in the above statement is the limitation that “proper 
That leads to my next point, the prob] em 


engineel ing 


( 


> must be used. 


the evolution of engineering, 
systems are also more difficult for the Government to administer. 


What is the solution ¢ 


actly what 


to do. 


of governmental control of engineering. 
f the major causes of recurrent troubles. 
for improvement of service. 


In this lies. 


Il believe, 


one 


Flexibility is necessary for 


Flexible 


Should we let engineering free to find better 
ways of providing better service, or should we restrict it, 
right down to what tubes to use, 


tell it ex 


what size meters, 


even what clocks to use sometimes, and thereby make the administra- 
tion detailed but simple ¢ 


In the past there has been but one answer to that question 


dministration simple and restrict the engineering. 
The result is that any change in engineering techniques takes years 


and 18 very 


for the FCC 


cost ly. 


make the 


There must be some rules and some restrictions, 
in giving a license should sée to it that with the license 


goes a responsibility of providing service to the public in the desig- 
and of producing not more than a specified interference 
is in the public interest first to keep 


nated area 
in other 


areas, 


But surely it 
such rules to a minimum, and, 
not conflict or contradict in any respect laws of nature. 


second, 


to insure that such rules do 


There is from time to time a very strong temptation to recognize 
only those physical facts that fit with desired policy or make the 


administration simpler. 


suffered. 


We have examples of that in the 
the FCC 


opinion, if 


had 


Whenever the full and all physical facts 
have not been recognized, the service to the public has eventually 


not 


regular broadcast end. 
restricted engineering unduly, 


In my 
there 


would have been tried already many and varied types of multiple-sta- 
tion operation, boosters, satellites, and polycasting. 
It may be said that the FCC permits and even encourages experi- 


ments on new systems. 
tical facts do not fully support this view. 


While that is true on the surface, the prac- 
The actual situation is per- 
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hs ips best described by a conversation I had a few years go with one 
of the top administrs ative engineers in this industry. 

I was endeavoring to interest him in spending some funds in a 
study of what could be achieved with multiple-station operation. He 
asked me how much I thought it would cost and how long it would 


take. I said about $10 000 and 18 months. He replied something 
to the effect: “To which you should not forget to add $300,000 for 
presenting 1t to the ¢ OmmMI1ssion, and an additional 2 to 3 years tor 


talning a decision. 


Phe FCC cannot help this situation under its present operation, 
With its limite m experimental facilities, its tremendous burden of 
| 


detailed admin rative “ontrols, and its decision that it must say * Yes” 


“No” to pract ally every engineering caesign, b o and small, any 
inge in rule inevitably cumbersome and costly in dollars and 
time. Unfortunately, the economic process does not wait, and only 


1? 
| 
i 


the economica y iarge Can be ¢ xpected to carry the burden success 
fully. 

I believe that many of these problems could be solved and many 
would not even occur if the BC C released its excess burden in en- 

ineering controls. The FCC could and should change its point of 
view and free the operators as far as practicable to serve their areas 
in any manner they wish. 

The FCC controls should be directed not to the equipment or Sys- 
tem design that he uses, but to the public service that he performs. 
The FCC should then check that: 

(a) Within the area assigned to him the operator provides an ade- 
quate service in accordance with the service standards established 
by the FCC and proved by accepted calculations or measurements. 

(>) Without his assigned area, he does not cause more than a 
specified degree of interference, also proved by accepted calcula- 
tions. 

It is possible to establish such standards, such techniques of cal- 
culations and measurements. Such a procedure would free the op- 
erator and would reduce the engineering responsibility of the FCC 
to establishing the standards, the method of calculations and measure- 
ments, and to conform as accurately as possible with the requirements 
of service and the laws of physics, and to seeing that each operator 
carries out his license agreement to give service. 

The more the FCC lays down in detail everything that the engineer 
must do in the design of the station, the more is the FCC responsible 
to the country for any problem that comes up, of poor service, poor 
economic conditions. 

I don’t see any reason why the Government should get into that 
problem at all. There is no reason. What the Government should 
do—they have a license; they have frequencies; they grant a license 
to use a frequency. The man who gets that and has the privilege 
of having that is responsible to the country to give good service, 
and the Commission should limit itself and its activity to see that 
he does so, not how he does so. 

Right now the Commission doesn’t see that he gives a good service. 
The Commission sees to it that he does it the way the Commission tells 
him to. 

4. Conclusion: Basically, when the FCC grants a license it gives the 
operator something basic, » frequency che unnel. With it, he is told to 








————— 









rve an area. 
8 wer heights, 
(,overnment 
It 


© ictive, 
| HF 
9 e FCC 


to give 
is very simple for the Government to make the UHF band at- 
It owns only one thing and that is the frequency. 
license instead of 1 channel, it 


But the license today gives also location, 


et cetera. 


away, 


r | reduced interference outside of it. 


r Ie 


can give 
will require and will obtain a better service within the area 
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kilowatts, 
These last are not the property of the 
but the channel is. 


With a 


2. With two channels 


(fectively less than twice the spectrum area will be used up, for 


stations on the same frequency can be put closer together, so 
have more stations on a single frequency. 


it they can 


re plenty of channels available in the UHF band for this type 
operation, and I think my presentation to the Commission effec- 
ely proves that 
1, therefore, request the committee to consider the following: 
) 1) Providing freedom for the engineer, by limiting, as far as 
sible, the engineering controls of the FC C directly to service and 
erference, with a minimum of control on equipment and system 
( on. 
; : h) Specifically permit an operator to operate more than one trans- 
mitter in his area. 
; ) Grant two channels wherever possible and particularly in 
rsely populated areas te operators of UHF stations. 
(he Government should have more trust in the American engineer. 
(o bind and restrict him delays progress and leads to such = 
as this committee is endeavoring to solve today. ‘Tell him what it i 
| esired that he should proy ide and in due course he will probably come 
vith something which, if not exactly what is asked, is very close 
‘ to it or may even be better. 
F rhe concept of engineeri ing by Government control is certainly not 
ideal; it is probably the ideal concept in those other parts of the 
S orld with which we are not very much in sympathy. 
. [ believe that the UHF prob le ‘m will be solved in the long run only 
‘ y permitting the UHF operator to compete in service with VHF. 
Other solutions may be ten npors arily needed, but they can only be tem- 
‘ rary pall itives; and, above all, the solution of the problem must 
. bring benefit to the public and not be obtained by aan limiting leg- 
tion white ‘+h prevents the public obtaining full use of our engineering 
r abilities. 
a Senator Porrer. I still don’t understand polycasting. 
. Mr. Wu-morre. Sir, may I put it this way: You understand the 
vresent system. You have one station, and you transmit as much 
t power as you are permitted to transmit from that station, at as high 
| a level as possible. 
. Instead of that, you can take a number of small stations. You 
9 have one station associated with your studio, and you have a number 
i. of small stations at a distance from it. You pick up at these small 
’ tations the program from your main studio, from this central station. 
F rom each of these stations, you then reradiate that program from all 
, directions and, instead of having a station in the center of this area, 
3 supposing it were this table you had to serve, you would then put, 
say, 4 stations—1 around halfway on the diagonal from the center, 
e another 1 halfway on the diagonal from another center, and another 


Moreover, 


—and you would have 4 stations at the corner of a square, or some 
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area which is desired, which is suitable, some location which is suitable 
for the area to be served. 

It is fllexible, in that the locations would have to be adjusted to 
the area, to the centers of population and so forth. 

When you do that, this is what happens: Supposing you were 
taking a point near the center of these four stations; you had a house 
there, and you wanted to receive a program. You would automat- 
ically set your antenna in the direction of the station which had the 
strongest signal. From that, from pure theoretical calculations, you 
would say the chances of the signal from all the stations are about 
equal; but, as a matter of fact, if you do that, you will find not that 
they are equal, but at this one point the signals from all the stations 
are very different because the signal from one station varies from 
point to point. 

A few feet away you get quite a different strength of signal. Now, 
if at every point you pick out the strongest signal, you can see that 
there will be very few locations where all four signals will be weak. 
It will be a strange coincidence. It will happen, | but it will happen 
only relatively few times instead of relatively frequently. 

So, when you are looking for a good location for 90 percent of the 
locations you want to serve, 90 percent of the locations you get a 
tremendous gain, not because of the fact you have more power, but 
you get a tremendous g rain because of a selection of what signal to 
put out. 

Senator Porrer. Why would you need two channels? 

Mr. Witmorre. The need for two channels is for this reason: since 
you have several signals coming in at one point, you have a greater 
danger of ghosts. 

You know what ghosts are, sir. You have an interference in ghosts. 

Senator Porrer. I have been living with them too much. 

Mr. Witmorre. I would appreciate that if I had attended the hear- 
ings as much as you have. This is my first appearance at these 
hearings. 

You have a greater danger of ghosts, because you have ghosts com- 
ing from several directions— “or signals coming from sev veral directions. 

Senator Porrer. No pixies? 

Mr. Witmorre. I will have to be very careful of my wording from 
now on. 

You have signals coming from various directions. So, you have 
an increased chance of ghosts. If you calculate statistically what are 
the chances of ghosts and reject the locations where the ghosts are 
too bad, then you find you deteriorate the signal when you have four 
stations all on the same frequency. 

Senator Porrer. Then two of your stations would be on one fre- 
quency and two on the other? 

Mr. Witmorre. So, if you have two channels that loss is changed 
into a very important gain. In fact, the gain, in one case that I 
calculated—well, several cases that 1 caleulated—can be as much as a 
100 to 1 in power. In other words, if you have these four 2-kilowatt 
stations, the effect here, if you pick out the strongest signal, would be 
the same as if you were receiving 200 kilowatts from one of the 
locations. 
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[t is a gain which costs nothing, with no more kilowatts on the 

_ but effective ly the receiver gets the same thing as though he had 

kilowatts instead of 2 kilowatts to receive. 

[ think the statistics are reasonably correct. I believe they have 
been checked. I have been told they have been checked, and there 

iy be questions as to the assumptions made, but I think the order 

ioht. 

Most of these things 

Senator Porrrer. These small stations pick up the signal from the 
ontrol station ? 

Mr. Wiimorte. That is right, or some method of transmitting the 
program by radio relay, or some method like that. 

Senator Porrer. How does that differ from booster stations? 

Mr. Wiimorre. Well, booster stations endeavor to serve the areas 
which are not served by the main station. You have a strong main 
station, and then you have a little town somewhere 30 miles’ away, 
which is under a hill, or there is a hollow somewhere, there is a river 
in the way, or there are lots of trees in the way, and the people are 
not getting the service there. 

So, you set up a little station there to serve that little town, and as 

uch ‘as possible you try not to send a signal into the main service 
urea. You fill in a hole in the service. 

Now, when you do that, in my opinion, according to my mathe- 
matics, you have lost a great deal, because you have lost this chance 
of picking out the big, strong signal ; you are just feeding in a little 
service here and there. 

You can do that. You can fill that up everywhere. You may have 

little town you want to fill in, but you are not going to put a little 

tation merely because a farmhouse doesn’t receive a signal satis- 
factor ily. 

That booster wouldn’t solve that. Polycasting would tend to solve 
that. I don’t say it will solve it in every case, but I think it will 

nd to solve it, and is designed to try to solve it. 

In some ways that is why it is probably particularly important for 
large rural areas, where it is not economical to set up a lot of little 
stations with the booster type. 

[t is important to serve these areas, if we really want to serve the 
United States, and I don’t know of any other way—probably some 
other ways will be developed, but today I don’t know any other way 
of doing that except the system proposed by Westinghouse of strato- 
sphere, having an airplane send the signals down. 

[f we are going to stick down to earth, as far as I know, polycasting 

about the only way of doing it. 

Senator Porrer. This has been very interesting. 

Senator Bowrrne. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Senator Bowrrne. I would like to ask you to look at the map and 

the white areas, which I am particularly interested in. I have been 
tting here for several sessions of this committee wondering what 

e are going to do out there. 

For your information, Mr. Wilmotte, I am from Nebraska, and 
from the northwest part of Nebraska. I have looked at yellow spots, 
red spots, and blue spots, and unfortunately, I don’t find any spots 
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in my area, and I am wondering how we are ever going to get tek 
vision out there. t 

I wonder if someone has an answer to that. Now, we havea station | 
at Denver, Colo., and a station at Omaha. Where I am located, 
I am about 350 miles from either one of those. If one is put in at 
Rapid City, S. Dak., it will be about 200 miles from that. 

Now, a polycasti g serve my need there? What have you to 
suggest that would take care of that area? I didn’t hear all of your 
te eather Unfortunately, I was delayed in coming in and then inte: 
rupted after I came in. 

[ am beginning to wonder if there is an answer to our problem. 
Unfortunately, we can’t take that part of the United States and lay 
it outside of New York City. It would look like we might get some 
programs if we could 

Mr. Witmorre, This is a sort of horrible thing to give to you, but 
may I give it to you just the same? 

Senator Bowrinea. Yes. 

Mr. Witmorre. This is a layout that I worked out for the area 
It is in the record, as a matter of fact, I believe, isn’t it? 

Mr. Zappie. Yes. 

Mr. Wicmorre. It is in the record, but here it is. 

All these circles, all these lines, represent an area served by poly- 


———aw 


casting layout. 
meenator BowRING Is this economically feasib le? 
ree Witmorre. Well, this is the approximate population served 


1 


by one poly« isting system, the rur: al service, and in Illinois the popu 
lation aia 1 be a hundred thousand: Iowa, 200.000: Kansas, 105.000: 
Missouri, 150,000, and Nebraska, 66.000. 


If it is economical for an operator, taking Nebraska, to serve 66,000 


person, then polycasting economical. Polycasting is a lot cheaper 
to set up than some of the stations that are built to serve towns even 
today of less than a hundred thousand. So, I presume it could be 


It is not my business to run a broadcast station. It is my business 
to know something about the engineering of it. However , it does 
seem to me to be econonil a] on the basis of these heure and I will 
be glad to leave this with you. 

Senator Bowrrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Wimorte. If you wish to have it. 

Senator BowRrina. ae 

Mr. Witmorttre. These are the number of channels—table 3. 

I am referring, by the way, to the paper in the Institute of Radio 
Engineers, July 1951. Table 8 gives the number of channels re- 
quired in these various areas, and table 4 gives the estimated popu 
lati ion covered by each polycasting system. 

enator Bowrrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Witmorre. Here is the area around New York. That was the 
two typical areas—one sparsely populated, and one overly populated. 

Senator Porrrer. There has been no pilot study made of this? 

Mr. Witmorrer. No, there has not been. 

I gave you the reason, I believe, in my story. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Witmorre. That it is an expensive process—not to do so much 

th a pilot study, once you have done it, but getting anything done 
with 1t. 

Senator Porrer. It has been an interesting discussion. 

[he next witness will be Mr. Tenenbaum, of Station WTVI, St. 
Louis. 

Mr. Witmorre. Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrrr. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY TENENBAUM, SECRETARY, TELEVISION 
STATION WTVI, BELLEVILLE, ILL. 


Senator Porrrr. It is good to see you again. 

Mr. Tenensaum. Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. You may proceed, Mr. Tenenbaum. 

Mr. Tenensaum. My name is Harry Tenenbaum, and I am secre- 

ry of Television Station WTVI, Belleville, Ill., serving the greater 
St. Louis area, the ninth market in the United States. 

[ think testimony was given yesterday that one VHF station, Sena- 
tor Potter, served either 7 or 11 States, and I have no apologies to 
make to Mr. Conn for serving an area 6 miles from our tower. I am 

reasurer of Ultra High Frequency TV Association, and member of 
the Ultra High Frequency Coordinating Committee. 

My area, St. Louis, is the largest UHF market excluding Pittsburgh. 

\few weeks ago an operator of a North Carolina UHF station, 
who numbers among his stoc hala’ | several wealthy associates, came 
to me and asked what difficulties we were having in operating a VHF 

tation in the St. Louis market. We had quite a lengthy conversation. 
At the conclusion this very fine southern gentleman turned to me and 
said, “Mr. Tenenbaum, I know how we're gonna cure our U troubles; 
we're going to buy us a V.’ 

One could well believe that this is the solution of UHF if judged by 
several articles which have appeared since our last hearing to the 
effect that these hearings are only being held because a few UHF 
operators, who never should have been in television, are losing a lot 
of money and are coming to Washington asking for help. 

Too much of our money and sweat has gone into our almost super- 
human efforts in developing the upper spectrum for us to willingly 
accept the designation “sucker.” We prefer to be known as pioneers 
who were courageous enough to accept in good faith the proposition 
is laid out to us by the FCC, one of the most important bodies in 
government. After deliberations lasting for 314% years, they offered 
us an opportunity to participate in the developme nt of television, and 
we put into practice what they gave us as their honest conclusion. 

We are not here with our hand out. Very simply, we give to you 
a record of what we have done, and ask the question: Is ultra high fre- 


quency necessary for a highly competitive nonmonopolistic systems? 


[f not, we ask only that you tell us so. 
If it is necessary, we ask that we be given the opportunity to exist 
under conditions that are fair and equitable. 













640 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


At the outset I want this committee to know that WTVI has no in- 
tention of going out of business. If it takes 50 times the effort 
that our competitors operating in the VHF band require to make our 
station an outstanding one, we are willing to make this effort. How- 
ever, what we fear is that the de .velopment of the spectrum as a whole 
can die and, although no fault of our own, we can be destroyed with it. 

Several weeks ago the committee heard testimony of many operators 
who stated that they were suffering large losses, and also that if UHF 
would become in television what FM was in radio the public would 
have lost in a very short time considerably more than one-half billion 
dollars. 

Is this the issue that brings this important body of the Senate into 
session ¢ 

If the problem before you could be solved by the economic death of 
a hundred or so UHF operators and the acceptance by the public of its 
present loss, it would in no way justify our taking the time which you 
Senators have so graciously given us. 

You have had much testimony in your two hearings, and will prob- 
ably have considerably more, to the effect that the UHF operators are 
before you only in self-interest; that we would seek to damage many 
for the benefit of a few; that we got into television expecting imme- 
diate rich financial rewards; that we desire to bring the whole industry 
down to our level with irreparable harm to the public and to our 
Nation. The substantiated testimony that I will give you is in direct 
refutation of these points. 

I would like to assure this committee of one thing: I am not appear- 
ing before you today as a representative of a fraction, splinter, or 
special-interest group. Unless my cause and the cause of my com- 
munity is part and parcel of a much broader national issue, it is not 
worthy of your interest or concern. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the real reason we are here today is brought 
about by a fact, the unfortunate fact, that guided by the sixth report, 
approved by the FCC, we have been going down the road of television 
and now find that the plan which was conceived in theory and admin- 
istered under political practicality has, in actual practice, proven to 
be a failure, a failure that will, if left uncorrected, destroy 85 percent 
of the television spectrum, and in so doing destroy forever any possi- 
bility of a truly competitive national television system. 

We have come to a sign at the crossroads which tells us that we 
should stop, look and listen, a sign which clearly tells us that we 
have been on the wrong road and to continue would assure the failure 
of our mission to establish on a sound basis a national television system 
worthy of the American people. 

The final allocation plan was conceived in theory and adopted by 
the Commission with an honest hope that such a plan would give to 
the people a truly national, competitive, nonmonopolistic television 
service, 

Now, after experiencing actual operations under the plan, it becomes 
apparent that the hope and theory are not working out in practice. 

It is my contention and firm conviction that certain practices that 
brought about a change in the processing structure and provided a 

climate for midnight mergers have accelerated the effect of the bad 
features of the sixth report. At any rate, to all intents and purposes, 
we know now without fear of contravention that intermixture in a 
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market like St. Louis is not working out as originally contemplated 
by the sixth report. 

If UHF has proven to be a failure, despite the loss which has been 
neurred up to this time, the Commission should have the courage to 
say, “We have made a mistake; we can get a truly competitive system 
without UHF.” 

On the other hand, if a truly competitive system requires the use 
of the UHF spectrum, then I hold that a new plan, benefiting by actual 
operating experience, should be conceived. This, too, would require 
great. courage, a courage which would recognize that a mistake had 
been made, a courage that would not let the public down even under 
pressures of the highest order. 

Intermixture was a basic mistake. I do not hold with those who say 
VHF does not have a purpose and, therefore, move everything to 
UHF, but I do say that intermixture of the two has failed and that 
steps should be taken immedi: ately to correct this. 

I think Dr. Du Mont should be complimented upon the report given 
this committee at the last session. My impression of the Du Mont 

report is that it provided a crystal-clear picture of how necessary 
t is that we have a healthy climate for the UHF band. I think it is 
a report that should be read and reread. 

Although I heartily agree with the factual portion of the Du Mont 
Network presentation, I cannot agree as to the effectiveness of any 
of its remedial conclusions. 

We are traveling too fast in the wrong direction to be able to 
straighten ourselves out without first coming to a full stop. 

At the last hearing we asked that an immediate freeze or chill be 
put into effect. 

Every day, with new grants coming into intermixed markets, makes 
the task more difficult and I will show in detail the effect of this in 
ours, one of the major markets. 

Station WTVI, channel 54, Belleville, Ill., serving the greater 
St. Louis area, the ninth major market in the United States, received 
its construction permit in November 1952, and went on the air August 
10, 1953, as the first UHF station in this market competing with 
channel 5, the one VHF station that for 6 years had been the only 
television service in the market. At the time we went on the air 
nly a few sets were equipped to receive a UHF signal as against 
550,000 able to receive a VHF signal. 

UHF station KSTM, channel 36, came on the air in the fall of 
1953, and UHF station KACY, channel 14, came on the air in Decem- 
ber of the same year. 

The three UHF stations, together with the FCC approval of con- 
struction permits for channels 30 and 42, - promise that St. Louis 
would become the capital of UHF. By January 1954, the three St. 
Louis area UHF stations were operating on the maximum power 
available, providing truly competitive television service to an area 
inhabited by over 2 million people. 

In that connection, permit me to say that the present available 
power is adequate to do a thorough coverage job in the St. Louis area. 
We were not restricted because of a lack of transmitter power. Chan- 
nels 4 and 11, both VHF, were in contest as provided for in the Fed- 
eral Communication Act of 1934, and had not a change in the rules 
under which grants were made been put into effect by the FCC these 
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competing channels would not have come into this market for at least 
~ years after the UHF stations went on the air. 

The change of procedure to which I refer is the moving up in the 
hearings of those cities which already were receiving television serv- 
ice, and the shutting of the Commissioners’ eyes to the circumstances 
under which mergers were made by payoffs in order to secure a quick 
grant. 

WTVI has a base affiliation with the Du Mont network. We also 
have a per program agreement with the CBS network. We now carry 
approximately 50 percent Du Mont and 50 percent CBS network 
shows. 

Channel 36 has an ABC affiliation with the same CBS per program 
agreement. 

Channel 14 was dependent on film and local live talent. 

We brought to the St. Louis public for the first time programs they 
had never seen. We carried major sports events and programs of 
public interest, such as the McCarthy hearings which are now car- 
ried exclusively on our station, having been dropped by the two major 
networks. 

Senator Porrer. I don’t know whether carrying the McCarthy 
hearings is in the interest of the public or not. 

Mr. Tenennaum. Well, it is amazing, Senator. Strangely enough, 
we get calls from women that have formed parties that want to see 
the hearings; and, while you might think it was because it might be 
sensational, I think you hear so many remarks that they at last get a 
chance to see their Government in action. 

Senator Porrer. I hope they don’t think that is typical. 

Mr. Tenensaum. Well, I say maybe that is good, too. If they saw 
them at the best, then maybe they would just pass it over 

Baseball interest is high. For the first time in over 50 years St. 
Louis is a one-major-league baseball city, the American League’s 
franchise having been sold to Baltimore, and we carry on our station 
the 77 Cardinal away-from-home games which, in effect, means that 
when the Cardinals are away a UHF station becomes the home team. 

I would like to point this out, Senator, Madam Senator : the sponsors 
of this program, Anheuser-Busch, spend about a quarter of a ‘million 
dollars to put that on a UHF station over a period of 5 months. We 
have local acceptance. 

Senator Porrrr. I imagine by carrying the baseball games, you 
received a lot of conversions as well. 

Mr. Tenensaum. That is one of the principal reasons we wanted 
it. It has given us a tremendous stimulus. 

With this stimulus, and aided by the fact that there were 2 other 
UHF stations operating, which meant that of the 4 stations on the 
air 3 were those with a UHF signal. 

I would like to emphasize that for a minute, if I may: that the 3 
out of 4 in St. Louis were UHF, and we were off to a big start. 

From a standing start. we have converted approximately 250.000 
sets as against the 600,000 which can now receive a VHF signal. 

Citizens of St. Louis have spent in excess of $25 million in order 
to receive UHF stations. 

I would also like to point out, going back a little bit to the Me- 
Carthy hearings, Senator, whether or not our signal is satisfactory 
and whether or not a UHF station is accepted, whether people in the 
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unity can learn to like a UHF station. The V there ran the 
McCarthy hearings at the same time we were running them, carrying 
Du Mont network. We were showing the same show at the same 
and, although they had 632,000 sets, which they claim to have, 
| we have 250,000 sets that can only receive our station, in a na- 
i] rating they received a rating of 12 and we received a rating 
In other words, if our signal would have not been good, every- 
could have just varia onto the other station; but it showed that 
ple turned to look at our station. The signal was satisfactory. 
IVI stock a 2 ‘rs h: ave put ¢ ash to the extent of $828,000 into the 
m and owe 1 equipme nt notes ap proxim: ite ly $250,000, which 
esents an investment of over $1 million, and will have to put in 
tional capital in order to render further UHF service to a quarter 
i mil] on home who have Ce nverted. Losses since inception are 
tly under $400,000. Somewhat less than half of these losses 
incurred before the station went on the air, and the balance has 
lost in ope rations. 
Senator Porrer. How long have you been in operation ? 

Mr. TenENBAUM. We have been in operation since August 1953, but 
we had our permit in November and began to form our operation, 
ran to spend money for promotions and get ready to do a first 

job in St. Louis. 
\pproximately $85,000 was expended by the station in the promo- 
f UHF in this : area. In this connection I would like to offer for 
record, as exhibit A, a sample of the promotional activity ini- 


] 


ed by my station. 
It n give you an idea what conversions cost and so forth. 

Senator Porrer. This is it? 

TenENBAUM, That is it, sir. 
] December. despite the fact that we were heavily in the red, we 
ked our 1-kilowatt transmitter and installed a 12-kilowatt trans- 
ter, the highest power transmitter obtainable, at a cost of $200,000. 

\fter 9 months of operations our station, WTVI, reached the break- 
even point during the month of May 1954. 

\t this point I would like to comment on statements I have seen 

iny times by those who are interested only in VHF operations, 
making comparison of the early operations of VHF to UHF and the 

ses incurred at that time. Such a comparison is odious, unfair 

( dishonest. ‘True, in the early days of television, those who were 

Id enough to pioneer suffered losses in some Ways comparable to 
those we are now incurring inthe UHF band. There are basic differ- 
ences though. In those days they were operating for the most part 

thout competition on severely restricted schedules. As has casio 
previously stated before this committee, the early VHF television 
pioneer was working from the bottom up. Each day he could see an 
mprovement and today’s losses could be overlooked because of the 
eventual assurance of a prosperous tomorrow. You could actually 
ee a day-by-day improvement. Such is not the case with UHF. 

In the beginning a large percentage of our revenue came from 
national advertisers. It is a strange paradox that as our audience 
became bigger and bigger our national business diminished. 

Much has been said on this subject by those who have testified be- 
fore, and I have no desire to be repetitious. 
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By hard work and at a cost of many hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars, in a very short span of time we have converted 250,000 families, 
and are well on our way to making UHF a success in the sec ond larg- 
est city in the United States that is an intermixed market. 

lor this accomplishment, we have been rewarded by almost com- 
plete drying up of our national advertising revenue and potential 
loss of network programing sources to our unfairly favored com- 
petitors, 

It is bitter exper ience to see the national advertising agency time 
buyer ignore a UHF market in St. Louis of 250,000 sets and buy at 
an even higher rate a VHF market one-half the size of the St. Louis 
major market. 

May I point out that the Commission’s rules were firmly fixed for 
early-day VHF television, and when it became apparent that the 
early rules wouldn’t work there was a freeze which, among other 
things, gave the early VHF operator complete protection against 
competition for a period of 314 years. The present protection of the 
UHF operator in an intermixed market is limited to any 24-hour 
period, for that is the length of time in which a “collusive” agree- 
ment can further load the scales against the UHF operator’s ability 
to survive. 

When we first read of the announcement of these hearings, it was 
like coming to an oasis in a desert. Our hearts leaped at the thought 
that you Senators were aroused and were aware of the fact that all 
was not well. 

We also recognized that the announcement of these hearings cre- 
ated an instant danger for us in the way of quickie mergers. 

You, Senator Potter, I am sure will remember that I made a special 
trip to Washington to see you and some of the Commissioners. I 
told you at that time that I had heard rumors of a quick merger on 
channel 4 in our city, and I asked you to request that the Commis- 
sion hold up any quickie grant until such time as these hearings were 
concluded. 

In the St. Louis area, public interest did not require a quick grant. 
We were giving the public fine programs and major league baseball 
to boot. Our services were good enough so that the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch, operator of V channel 5, were public-minded enough to 
sponsor the McCarthy hearings on our station, a UHF, in that their 
network had discontinued the telecasting of these hearings. 

I think of necessity this committee must take cognizance of im- 
portant evidence that has not as yet been entered into the record, 
namely, because of fear that this committee would recognize the cha- 
atic state of the television industry and do something about it, appli- 
cants in two major cities have entered into quickie midnight mergers 
in an attempt to grab their construction permits prior to any reme- 
dial action brought about by the suggestions of this committee. 
These two major cities perhaps held the ‘brightest promise for UHF 
in the United States. One was Milwaukee ‘and the other St. Louis. 

My reason for emphasizing that is that I am a firm believer that 
if you will make UHF strong all of these competitive e situations and 
all the economics, if they think we are going to be strong and we 
are going to live, will solve a great many of our problems; but if they 
think we are dead, and with color coming in and with personnel of 
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that caliber at a premium, if they think UHF is going to die, regard- 
less of any promises they make anybody, it will die with us. 

We opposed the St. Louis merger. I do not desire to try the case 
before this committee, but in truthfulness I must say that in connec- 
tion with the grant of channel 4 in St. Louis the competing applicants 
introduced something new in the realm of payofls—stock options 
worth over $2 million given to the applicants who withdrew. As I 
pointed out before, there i is a good chance this alleged merger would 
not have taken place without the impetus of the announcement of 
these committee hearings. 

The net result of the St. Louis get-together is to turn V HF tele- 
vision over to the morning and evening newspapers. 

I contend that this is part of the present national pattern in which 
all television is gravitating to the control of the few. 

In that connection, if I may point out this: that the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch newspaper, evening newspaper, which several years ago 
bought out the Star-Times, which was also an evening newspaper, 
control the television station and control the best radio station—one 
of the best, I might say. 

Now, with this new merger, this brings the morning newspaper 
as a major stockholder in a radio station, KWK, and as a participant 
under this stock option deal in another radio station, one of the 
largest there is, Station KXOK. 

Now, the owner of this station, the Roberts family, has merged in 
with this new television radio and has sold or, rather, is contempl: ting 
selling the interest to his son. 

Senator Porrrer. That seems to be a national pattern, the ownership 
being pretty much centralized with the newspaper ownership, radio 
ownership and TV. 

Mr. Tenznpaum. Right. 

I think it represents—well, for one, I will tell you there is no finer 
family than the people that control those stations in this country to- 
day; yet, we don’t have the assurance they are going to be here many 
years from now, and control can gravitate. 

I think it is a danger. 

Many remedies have been suggested to this committee. In contrast 
you will find those I advocate few in number and concise in application. 

(1) There must be an immediate freeze: This committee has heard 
overwhelming evidence that there is something drastically wrong with 
the television industry in the United States. Commonsense dictates 
that there must be an immediate cessation in the granting of licenses 
until this is corrected. If it were possible to freeze : television grants in 
this country for 34 years when there were only 108 stations, certainly 
it can now be done when most of the Nation is receiv ing at least some 
kind of television service. 

(2) Study: A considerable portion of the industry testimony be- 
fore this committee has been to the effect that the basic cause of all 
of our troubles is the intermixing of VHF and UHF stations in the 
same viewing area. The aforementioned freeze will make it possible 
for the best minds in this country to devote the time necessary for a 
complete study of the present allocation system and its results. They 
will have as an advantage the use of the operating experience since 
the issuance of the sixth report as a laboratory. 
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The future of te vere is in your hands and I am confident that 
the end result of an immediate freeze and study will be to find a 
solution that will eel in the proper use of all of the peoples tele- 
vision channels in a manner that will assure the greatest good for 
the greatest number now and in the years to come. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

Do you favor the multiple ownership bill, which will allow some 

of the V operators to—— 

Mr. Tenenraum. Yes, sir; I am for it, and I will tell you why. 

Senator Porrer. You are for it ? 

Mr. Tenenraum. Iam for it, where they will come into a mixed mar- 
ket or come into a market, whether it is two or three or four stations, 
because it follows along with the fact that if the manufacturers of 
equipment know that it will make UHF stronger, it will give it a 
stability, then it will, I think, hasten the day to where a sensitive 
receiver will come onto the market, and I am for it. 

I think that where you have competition you do not have monopoly. 

Senator Porrrer. Senator Bowring. 

spanner ane NG. No questions. 

Senator Port Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Tenensaum. I have had a request to tell of specific instances 
of cancellation of programs by agencies. 

Would you like to hear about that ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Trenenraum. I imagine one is this: We have been carrying a 
program that comes to us sponsored over the CBS station, the Jackie 
Gleason Show, and before even the second V comes on the market the 
first V, the one that is there now, the o1 nly one, went to the sponsors 
of this program and, while the show comes over live at 5 o’clock on 
a Saturday night, they are taking it off our station and putting it on 
a film and running it at 4 to 5 the following Saturday and removing 
the Cisco Kid and a few kid programs for this station. 

That is one instance of it. 

More important, I think, is this: We have to anticipate if this V 
grant is allowed—we are contesting this grant and protesting to the 
FCC this grant, and they are busy at home—while we are having these 
hearings, Senator, they are busy constructing their station. 

They had, we feel, part of it constructed illegally before they got 
their grant, but they are trying to get a deadline of July the ist in 
order to be on the air, because once they are on the air, then they 
feel maybe they can’t be removed, regardless, although they are pro- 
ceeding at their own risk. 

In anticipation of losing our programs—and, as I said, we intend 
to stay in business until they bury us 





Senator Porrer. Do youthink they will pick up CBS? 

Mr. Tenensacm. I do not know who they will get. There are a 
lotof rumors. We know they will get some affiliation. 

If they are given the same agreement with CBS that we have, 
which is a per program agreement, then CBS is faced with the fact 
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that sponsors will come to them and say, “Here, we can get time on a 
V; we want to get off,” and then we will lose our programs. 

We hope it isn’t true, but, nevertheless, it is a great possibility. 

To try to find a way to stay in business, compete, because we have 
got a good start there in St. Louis—in Chicago there was a package 
of films which recently came on the market. There are a lot of films 
that are available, but mostly old runs, reruns; but there was a 
package of 30 films that came into the market, films, I believe, that 
were made from the vear 1950, with name stars that would be attrac- 
tive. Those films were offered to the V station at approximately 
$1,500 a film, which anyone in the room will tell you that any U 
operator that will buy them has lots of courage. 

Senator Porrer. I have heard a lot of good talks about these good 
films. I must watch my television at the wrong time. I either see 
films that are made in 1920 or foreign-made films. 

Mr. Tenenpaum. Well, in St. Louis you will see them. We will 
have more of them as we lose our network. 

These films were of the highest caliber available, and even though 
we are a U, and even though the price—and there is a great difference 
in price sometimes for these old films that you are referring to when 
they are run ona V and runona U. If you have a third conversion, 
you may get them at a third of the price. 

They offered them to us for $45,000, which is $1,500 a film, and we 
accepted them; and by the time we went back to get them they had 
offered them and had sold them to the new channel that is coming on. 

So, it is a business that never get a break in, and as a U operator 
it is a pretty tough deal; but we can live in St. Louis, all of us, all | 
and if a major network would buy one of those U’s, I would tell you it 
would be the greatest boom to St. Louis, because we would get con 
ve sions. 

We don’t want to destroy competition. If they came in as a U, or 
any more deserving person got the channel—if it was a U channel, we 
would still live and we would develop U in St. Louis to the extreme 
that it can be developed, and we would ask for no quarter. 

It is only the fact when you bring a V in quick you completely 
smother us, and all I have to do is put you in the same position, or 
most people. If you don’t have to convert to get the major programs, 
then we have got to get you converted by putting the mayor of St. 
Louis on, which we have got coming on our station; we have got to buy 
these fine films; we have got to do something. 

By bringing a V in quick, you smother us before we have a chance 
to live. 

We are going to stay in business today, even though maybe we are 
going to be smothered; but we are going to give it a ‘good college try. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

The advertisements which you have attached to your statement will 
be made a part of the official files of the committee. 

Mr. Tenennaum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Kersta. 
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STATEMENT OF NORAN E. KERSTA, VICE PRESIDENT, TRI-COUNTY 
BROADCASTING CO., TELEVISION STATION WFTI-TV, FORT { 
LAUDERDALE, FLA. 


Mr. Kerstra. I am Noran E. Kersta, vice president, general man- 
ager, and part owner of the Tri-County Broadcasting Co., operators of 
UHF station WFTL-TYV, channel 23, and WFTL, an independent 
radio station operating on 1400 kiloeycles with 250 watts. The sta- 
tions are located in Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 

Description of the market: Fort Lauderdale is situated between 
Miami and Palm Beach and is also in the approximate geographic 
and population center of the Gold Coast strip of Florida which ex- 
tends from Miami to Palm Beach. The market is approximately 75 
miles long and 5 to 7 miles wide. In this area there are between 
990,000 and 1 million permanent residents. 

Senator Potter, I would like to interject here that our rural area 
to the west consists of alligators and our rural area to the east consists 
of sailfish. 

Senator Porrer. You don’t think they are apt to convert? 

Mr. Kersta. No, but all the people living in that region. : 

Recent statistics indicate that Fort Lauderdale is the fastest grow- 
ing city in the United States. 

Lack of experience not the reason: Statements have been made that 
the lack of experience of UHF operators has been a major factor in 
their failure to compete against entrenched VHF stations. 

During the course of these hearings I have heard a number of pio- 
neer AM and TV broadcasters who are now UHF broadcasters tell 
of the plight in which they find themselves in trying to exist in an 
established VHF market. They are experienced broadcasters. They 
have been successful broadcasters. They have served their areas and 
the industry faithfully and well over many years. 

I disagree with generalized statements that the lack of know-how 
is the factor causing the predicament in which UHF broadcasters 
find themselves. 

Past experience: I have been associated in many phases of the 
broadcasting industry for 22 years. With the exception of wartime 
service, 1 have devoted my formal training and business activities to 
this industry. Practically the entire span of this experience has been 
specifically in television. 

I was associated with the National Broadcasting Co. for 17 years. 
There I served in many capacities, including director of television for 
the National Broadcasting Co. 

I was a director of the original Television Broadcasters Associa- 
tion which eventually merged with the NARTB. 

Upon leaving NBC, I was vice president in charge of television and 
radio for a New York advertising agency that billed approximately 
$20 million a year. Television and radio accounted for about one- 
half of this. I was also a member of the plans board of this agency. 

Prior to my association with WFTL-TV in Fort Lauderdale, I 
conducted a television consulting service under the name of the Noran 
E. Kersta Co. This company served 20 clients in television, both in 
the United States and Canada. The service included all factors 
pertaining to station operation. It did not include consulting engi- 
neering or legal work. 





§ 


5 


wets 








ee So 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 649 


Why we went into UHF: [I list here some of the reasons why we 
proceeded with a UHF station. The market was studied thoroughly 
and the decision rested on certain facts and information which we 
were led to believe were valid: 

1. First of all, there were no VHF channels assigned to Fort Lau- 
derdale. 

2. The principals of my company were inspired to bring to the 
people of our area the finest in television service and to offer a choice 
of programs. There had been but one service in the area for years. 

3. Statements indicated that the FCC was aware that UHF re- 
quired opportunity to compete successfully with the then-operating 
VHF stations and that official steps and procedures would be fol- 
lowed to carry this out. However, we all know the story of pressures 
to expedite the granting of VHF stations that distorted the original 
philosophy, along with the advent of dismissals and mergers of one 
kind or another. 

4. Equipment manufacturers predicted rosy futures with higher- 
powered UHF transmitters. In our own case we chose to purchase 
RCA equipment. In negotiating with RCA sales representatives, the 
dates of possible delivery of higher-powered transmitting amplifiers 
was delayed time after time. Also, in the quest of getting specifics 
as to the equipment and its power capabiilties, answers become fuzzy. 
RCA kept talking of a 10-kilowatt amplifier. However, General Elec- 
tric competition apparently forced RCA to redesign and rerate, and 
the talk gradually drifted to an amplifier of 1214 kilowatts. 

As the matter now stands, our last conversation resulted in the 
statement that if we put our order in immediately for a higher pow- 
ered amplifier, we would be in line for delivery sometime in the fall. 

In endeavoring to find out whether a still higher powered ampli- 
fier would be available, the information has indeed been very sketchy. 

From statements made to this committee, from our own experience 
and based on FCC studies on power requirements to match VHF 
coverage, we know that an amplifier in the order of 1214 kilowatts is 
not the answer for us. For example, our VHF competition claims 
coverage over 15 counties. Hence, in this area of competition, our 
efforts have been thwarted. 

5. At the time we started, we were well aware that the networks 
were competing for time segments on the then-operating stations. 
Network programs either were not carried at all, or were being carried 
in the low-audience periods. We felt that the networks and advertisers 
would welcome an opportunity to obtain time in periods where the 
maximum number of people could enjoy these programs. Time proved 
that other factors entered the field, and this expectation did not 
materialize, 

Later on I will discuss some of these factors. 

Difference between early VHF and UHF operations: We have 
heard that there is nothing unique about the inability of UHF oper- 
ators to operate successfully because in the early days VHF operators 
also lost money. This is a gross generalization and skirts the facts. 

Early VHF stations did not have the competition from other sta- 
tions in their markets with 18 hours of programs a day and $50,000 to 
$100,000 program features. 

What early VHF station had to compete with 10 hours a day of 
national feature programing supplied by 4 networks? ! 
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The state of the art today is such that the complement of broadcast 
equipment required to produce the type of service which the public 
expects far exceeds the capital expenditures ever dreamed of by the 
ear ly VHF operators. 

An interesting thing, Senator: I heard one of the stations in New 
York for their application for VHF when they started was $10,000. 

Most of the early VHF stations broadcast but a few hours in the 
evening until revenues justified extension of the broadcast day. 

Network cable connections and the increasing availability of film 
packages and national advertising made programing and profitable 
operations easier. Also, the entire labor situation was different during 
the inception years of VHF television compared with what UHF op- 
erators are faced with today. 

Senator, I might say in some large UHF operations they have more 
unions than some of the early VHF operators had employees. 

In addition, the FCC regulations invoking the freeze provided these 
stations a 4-year period within which to run free of any threat of com- 
petition in any majority of markets. 

The situation facing UHF operators today bears no resemblance to 
the financial requirements, competition, or beneficial Government reg- 
ulations that existed for the early VHF operators. 

Description of station and its operation: Our UHF installation has 
been recognized by many as being one of the most efficient and well 
equipped UHF stations in operation. Our first year of broadcasing 
has just ended. We have given our audience the best possible service 
through film, live production, and such network fare as we have been 
able to acquire. The acceptance which our stution received from our 
audience has been most gratifying. 

Senator Porrer. What about network? 

Mr. Kersta. We come to that, Senator. 

We were the recipient of a recent TV Guide gold-medal award for 
rograming in our district, which includes Miami and Palm Beach. 
W e have received other awards and numerous letters which evidence 
our success in serving many area and national projects. Our efforts 
in educational TV have been singled out as outstanding in the country 
as to time segments provided, production assistance to our school sys- 
tem and general cooperation and promotion. 

Quality of signal: I concur in the statements made at these hear- 
ings in regard to the good quality of UHF reception in the home. 
I have observed the progress of TV quality from its experimental 
laboratory stages through to its present standards. It is my observa- 
tion, and I have had concurrence by experts in the field, that we have 
as fine a picture as the art has commercially delivered to date. 

The UHF signal in our area is impervious to electrical noise, 
whether manmade or natural. We have not observed airplane inter- 
ference nor interference from other stations. By comparison, the 
VHF signal in the area has been affected by many types of electrical 
disturbances. 

I might say there, Senator, our area consists of single-story homes, 
where the antennas are close to the roads, and so on, and it seems to 
me, from my experience and observations, automobile ignitions are 
more serious where you have a whole series of one-story homes and 
where antennas are relatively low; and also—and I am not an expert 
at this, but I think—there are certain effects that occur on the power- 
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lines, a sort of corroding effect, due to the atmosphere, temperature, 
humidity, or something. Again, I don’t want to pose as an expert, but 
there is something going on ‘down there. 

The air route, Amber Seven, passes directly over our market and 
VHF reception has been subjected to much airplane interference in 
that the Miami International Airport is one of the busiest airports in 
the world. 

I think it is the second busiest, next to Chicago. 

I submit here a series of photos taken in our area showing the inter- 
ference which VHF channel 4, Miami, receives from Cuban stations. 
This interference occurs quite frequently, depending on atmospheric 
conditions. 

It can be noted from the photos in exhibit A the type and serious- 
ness of VHF cochannel and adjacent channel interference from this 
source. The exhibit shows such interference received in our area on 
VHF channels 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,9 and 11. 

Of particular interest is the difficulty caused on Channel 4, the VHF 
station presently operating in our area. There are times when chan- 
nel 4 is completely blanked out and the station is forced to make audio 
announcements in an effort to explain what causes the interference, at 
the same time asking the people not to call in to the station because it 
is beyond the station’s control to rectify. 

We come into our share of the blame because people think we are 
causing the trouble with our station, which, of course, is not the case. 

I would like to refer you to these photographs, Senator. They are 
in sequence, from two through the numbers I mention, and if you turn 
to the second page there, in the top photo you will see the interference 
on channel 4. That was the picture, and, incidentally, that is as good 
as it was that night, of the Pabst fights, I think from St. Louis; and 
this was the anes interference—other pictures were taken on the 
same evening—and you can see the quality there was as good as the 
quality you could photograph from a local station. So, it ‘takes prac- 
tically the entire span of the VHF allocations or possibilities. 

Cochannel and adjacent channel VHF interference does not only 
invade our area from Cuba to the south, but also from the north as 
presented in exhibit B. The exhibit contains a list of distant station 
reception as recorded on May 26, 1954. 

Senator Porrrer. You get interference from Baltimore down there ? 

Mr. Kersta. Yes, sir, and also, I must point out that this was received 
on the back end of a highly sensitive antenna, faced away from the 
north, or toward the south, toward the Miami station, and this re- 
ception—and this was just taken quickly on a Polaroid camera by an 
amateur who knew nothing about the settings; but if you want to scan 
down some of these distant receptions —this is just a staff report here— 
there was WCBS-TV, channel 2, New York—and, of course, they 
identify the commercials and the shows: it was per fectly read: ible, and 
then we have “Mother’s Movies” from WSAZ-TYV, channel 3, Hunt- 
ington, W. Va., and there were commercials which me tinned Myers 
Stor age Co. of Huntington and Borden’s Coffee Spot, and so on; and 
WLW-D, channel 2, Dayton, Ohio, with Valspar, and a Mr. District 
Attorney promotional announcements; and WCTA, channel.3, Cham- 
paign, Ill. 

Senator Porrrr. You even pick up Detroit? 
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Mr. Kersta. We have Detroit, and Louisville, Ky., and Baltimore— 
and again on the supposedly dead end of a highly sensitive, six-element 
Yagi antenna, faced in the opposite direction. 

I do not know whether this is a condition that is unique to this one 
subtropical area of the United States. T have submitted the Cuban 
interference photos for analysis to the National Broadcasting Co. I 
was informed that an increase in power of the local VHF station 
should overcome this “other station interference.” However, the sta- 
tions that are interfering with channel 4 are either building more 
power or can be expected to increase power, in which case the relation 
between the 2 signals would be the same, and it is my opinion that 
such interference will ever be present in southern Florida. Of course, 
Cuban TV does not come under the regulatory powers of our FCC. 

Conversions: I have heard from various witnesses at these hearings 
the techniques used to promote conversions to UHF. To avoid labor- 
ing this testimony, please accept the fact that the methods you heard 
of, along with others, were used by WFTL-TV to achieve as rapid a 
saturation of UHF conversions as possible. The success of these ef- 
forts are borne out by a recent report which stated that our county 
showed up as among the top four counties with the highest UHF 
saturation among other counties in the country with VHF competition. 

Channel allocations in the area: Mr. Loewi, operator of the other 
UHF station in Fort Lauderdale, told you of the number of VHF and 
UHF allocations in the Gold Coast strip. There are 5 commercial 
VHF channels and 5 commercial UHF channels. One VHF and three 
UHF stations are now operating. 

Our market strip is one distribution area; it is homogeneous in its 
economic characteristics and contiguous in regard to its population 
units. The strip lies in three counties—Dade County, containing 
Miami; Broward County, containing Fort Lauderdale; and Palm 
Beach County, containing West P: ilm Beach. 

The presently operating VHF station in our area, assigned to Miami, 
obtained approval recently to move its transmitter some 15 miles 
north of Miami into our backyard in Broward County. By the same 
token, the other UHF station in Fort Lauderdale was permitted to 
move south of Fort Lauderdale toward Dade County. As the two 
transmitters stand, the UHEF’ Fort Lauderdale station is actually closer 
to Miami than the VHF channel assigned to Miami; yet, this station 
must make its station identification as Fort Lauderdale, and the sta- 
tion which is closest to Fort Lauderdale must make its station an- 
nouncement as identified with Miami. 

I point this out to show the results of channel assignments made on 
the basis of specific cities in population area, rather than on the basis 
of markets. 

The net result of such a ridiculous situation is that the UHF station 
which is forced to identify itself with Fort Lauderdale must attempt 
to sell network and national spot advertisers against a market size 
listed as No. 214; and the VHF station which moved closer to es 
Lauderdale can identify itself with a market listed as No. 39, 
contained in the listing of markets published by the J. W alter 
Thompson Co. 

Furthermore, in reality all the 10 commercial allocations in the 
gold cost strip can serve with an A signal a market that could have 
a national ranking in the order of lower than 20. Hence, by FCC 
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requirement, stations are forced to identify themselves unrealistically 
and many times at great commercial penalty to themselves. 

This ludicrous predicament came about because the allocation of 
television channels was made against a city population list without 
regard to basic marketing principles, and population areas as they 
exist. The only solution of this is a reappraisal of the population 
areas of America on one hand and the coverage potential of TV 
stations on the other. Anything other than this is merely the applica- 
tion of purely academic theory and submission to pressures to get 
television channels in terms of numbers in a given state, city or other 
civic unit with no regard to economics, or the efficient use of one of 
our greatest national resources, our rate radio spectrum. 

Such spraying of TV channels is just as wasteful as uselessly dis- 
sipating the people’s resources in terms of water power, forests, and 
the like, or the damming up of some of our great waterways to 
prohibit shipping. The radio spectrum is in the forefront of all of 
our national resources and its utilization in terms of efficiency and 
freedom from monopoly deserves maximum consideration in this 
country today. 

In fairness to NBC and CBS: During these hearings there have 
been many references to NBC and CBS networks as monopolizing 
the television industry. Out of fairness to all, I believe that more 
should be said on this matter. 

As mentioned previously, I was associated with NBC for many 
years and I am acquainted with and have done business with many 
of the officials of the other networks over the years. I am certain 
that these networks are guided by men of integrity and that there 
are no devious schemes within a given network or conspiracies between 
the networks to generate a national monopoly in this industry. 

I know from many years of service with a network that it is a 
highly competitive business and each network cannot afford to let go 
of any competitive advantage which, in this case, seems to be the let- 
ting go of any fraction of time on a VHF station in any market. This 
competition can be likened to two roosters fighting with their heads 
bobbing up and down looking for an advantageous peck. Under 
fair competitive conditions this is healthy and is the American way. 

Neither network can be expected to give in on a voluntary basis re- 
gardless of how sincere these networks may be in wanting to foster 
a truly nationwide competitive television system in the United States. 
This is brought about because of paucity in the number of VHF 
channels that can be allocated in the country. The fault lies in what 
has been referred to as the big mistake made in the allocation plan 
and in the appraisal of the technical and economic inequities that lie 
at the present time between a UHF station and ‘a VHF station. 
Through the present allocation plan and its implementation, monopo- 
lies have been nourished and day by day the situation is being abetted. 

Frankly, 1 don’t see how any voluntary plan on the part of the 
networks can break this mounting monopolistic atmosphere. I be- 
lieve that the Government regulatory powers have inadvertently 
created this situation. I am always in favor of the least amount of 
Government control, but it appears that only through more govern- 
mental control and a reappraisal of the entire allocation plan can the 
situation be alleviated. Here, rules have defeated the purpose. 
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Normally, Government regulates to protect the weak, but, in the case 
at hand, it is benefiting the strong. 

Experience with networks: Prior to our actual operation and for 
some period thereafter, we endeavored to obtain a network affiliation. 
At that time the local VHF station was carrying programs from all 
4 networks, as it still does, and there was 1 cable connection to Miami. 

Our negotiations with CBS resulted in our being informed that 
CBS intended to remain with the VHF station in our area. Recently 
it was announced that this station had a basic CBS affiliation. 

Du Mont informed us in that Mr. Loewi, president of the corpora- 
tion operating the other UHF station in our area, was an official of 
the Du Mont Co., that it would be futile for us to consider getting an 
affiliation with Du Mont. 

In regard to ABC, we were unable to arrive at any conclusion with 
the network until after the second UHF station had a definite starting 
date, at which time this station, as well as ourselves, were informed by 
ABC that whichever of us would bid the most over a minimum of 
$5,000 a month to pay for cable connection would get the ABC affilia- 
tion. We were given a deadline to present these bids. We were also 
informed by ABC that it intended to continue its agreement with 
the only VHF station in our area and the VHF station would have 
first call on any and all ABC service. 

Further, whichever of our stations that gave the highest bid would 
not. be guaranteed any traffic whatsoever. We chose not to enter this 
bidding under these terms. If the cable connection did cost $5,000 
per month, it is difficult to understand why they should be sold back 
to stations on a highest-bid basis. I mention this to indicate the 
strong position in which this network found itself, whereby it had 
complete bargaining position with the stations in this case. 

In reference to NBC, we did obtain a secondary interim affiliation. 
For this, naturally, we are thankful. A stipulation in this agreement 
calls for a 90-day cancellation. The agreement stated that we were 
liable for $1,083 a month against possible network compensation after 
foregoing 24 free hours to the network per month. It was further 
stipulated that our competition, the local VHF station, would have 
first call and first choice over all NBC programs in our area, and 
again there was no guarantee of traffic. 

This has put us in a position where our competition has the power of 
life or death over us in regard to carrying national features. 

Attached is a letter from NBC, exhibit C, dated May 12, 1954, which 
illustrates how we must stand in line for our competition to decide 
whether it would choose to carry a program before we could be 
considered. 

I would like to refer to some matters in those letters. However, 
before going into that, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might have these 
photographs to which reference was made, which are exhibits A and 
B, made a part of the record. 

Senator Porrer. They will be inserted in the record at this point 
and made a part of the official records of the committee. 

Mr. Kersra. Now, here is a letter to which I would like to make 
reference, an excerpt from it: 

As of this writing WTVJ, Miami, has given us an evasive and noncommittal 
answer on the Lux Video Theatre order. Right now, I would guess the chances 
of getting live clearance from them is pretty slim. We are waiting for some 
sort of a definite and concrete answer from them. 





Sinai 


REAR 





-} 


ne 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 655 


I understand the client very strongly wants to clear WTVJ and will not stand 
still while other soap companies are getting clearances in Miami. Our boys 
have told Lever about the remarkable conversion record in the market, with 
which the client was impressed. 

So far as the second cable going into Miami in September, I don’t think it will 
mean too much of a change to WI'VJ and CBS. It does not necessarily mean 
that the station has to clear for all CBS programing. I don’t think there is 
any way CBS can force them into that. As a matter of fact, it has been their 
claim that they will continue to take what they consider to be the best programs 
from all networks. For example, their excuse for not clearing certain high- 
rated NBC shows was that the cable was not available. 

I mentioned that to show what our future looks like. 

Also attached heerwith is exhibit D, indicating that a national 
advertiser had ordered our station for the World Series but the 
National Broadcasting Co. refused to allow it because the VHF sta- 
tion was going to clear time for the series. 

Senator Porrer. It will be made a part of the official records of 
committee. 

Mr. Kersra. In exhibit E, I am submitting a TWX message from 
NBC stating that we had been ordered for the Kate Smith Hour 
and then canceled because the VHF station had decided to carry it. 
As a matter of fact, we were carrying this program, and it was taken 
away from us. 

Senator Porrer. It will be made a part of the official records of 
the committee. 

Mr. Kersra. Exhibit F shows a copy of a TWX wire from the 
Maxon Advertising Agency in New York, which again indicates 
that a national advertiser agreed to take the VHF station along with 
our station for the Rose Bowl game and NBC and the VHF station 
refused to allow the broadcast on our station. 

Senator Porrer. It will be made a part of the official records of the 
committee, 

Mr. Kersra. The only time we were allowed to carry an NBC pro- 
gram at the same time as the VHF station was during the NCAA foot- 
ball schedule last fall. This was the result of an NCAA stipulation 
that the network had to permit such broadcasts. However, we were 
not compensated for carrying this service. 

I use these few examples to indicate how such secondary and interim 
affiliations operate in practice. 

Any statement presented on the amount of network traffic being 
placed on UHF stations by networks should be analyzed with the 
following points in mind: 

1. The type of programs in reference to their audience ratings. 

2. The number of UHF stations on which this traffic is placed. 

3. The amount of network compensation paid per station to UHF 
stations in comparison to VHF stations. 

4. To what extent VHF stations have first call on network traffic 
over UHF stations. 

Future of our secondary interim affiliation: During discussions with 
NBC we were informed that if the Biscayne Television Corp., which 
is a merger application between two newspapers, the Miami Herald 
and the Miami Daily News which, in turn, own the NBC radio station 
outlet and the ABC radio station outlet in Miami under the presi- 
deney of Niles Trammell, a consultant to NBC, received its grant on 
channel 7 in Miami, we would lose our NBC affiliation. Also, that if 
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Biscayne were unsuccessful in obtaining a grant and if we could de- 
liver the coverage, there may be a chance of our retaining NBC. 

We were willing to take our chances under this arrangement in that 
we believe that it is not in the public interest for the 2 newspapers 
of Miami and the 2 radio stations to join together and be granted 
another voice in the area, notwithstanding the stipulation in Bis- 
cayne’s application that should it be granted a TV license, 1 of the 
radio stations would be sold. Some of the reasoning offered for this 
was that NBC recognized certain prior rights and loyalties to its AM 
affiliate. However, it is a matter of record that such loyalties do not 
pertain except where they further the convenience and control of 
valuable properties. 

As an example, in this very same Gold Coast strip in Palm Beach 
the CBS radio affiliate and the NBC radio affiliate received VHF con- 
struction permits, incidentally as a result of mergers and withdrawals. 
However, the CBS affiliate received the NBC-TYV affiliation instead of 
the NBC radio affiliate. 

Here there is another force at work in that one of the principal 
stockholders of the new group which merged with the CBS-AM 
outlet is a member of the immediate family of an official of RCA, 
parent company of NBC. This situation takes on greater emphasis 
when it is considered that Biscayne television in Miami is still in 
hearing status and the Palm Beach VHF stations are not yet on the 
air. 

As a bit of information, I would like to include here that when we 
started our operation last spring we were told by NBC and A. T. & T. 
that we would not have a connection with the cable which ran through 
our city to Miami until the spring of this year. However, through 
our own efforts, we got our connection within less than 30 days. 

Film availability and pricing: In addition to our difficulty in acquir- 
ing additional network service, we have difficulty in acquiring film 
packages because the operating VHF station usually has first call on 
these properties and of course the vendors of such films price the 
packages in terms of a VHF market. 

VHF competition : Mr. I.oewi, of WITV, presented as an exhibit an 
advertisement placed by the VHF station in our area which stated 
that that station carries all the best programs and conversions are 
not necessary. 

Further, on the occasion of a national broadcast, the VHF station 
was unable to carry a given program in its entirety due to cable 
allocation. The station announced on the air that another south 
Florida station had taken the cable, making it impossible to present 
the remainder of the program. 

Since we were the only other station in south Florida at the time, 
we were the recipient of complaints from viewers and the ill will of a 
large portion of the television audience. Whereas, the facts of the 
case were that we had no control over the network cable allocation. 
This is another example of a VHF station pressing a monopolistic 
position. 

What has happened to UHF in our area? As of approximately 
the second week in January, the big national pall descended on UHF. 
Since then our network traffic has been reduced 25 percent of what 
it was and our national spot business has also declined 25 percent in 
the past month. The trend indicates a more serious picture in the 
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immediate future. These declines, I assure you, are not due to lack 
of increased effort on our part. 

Conclusions: 1. I do not see how intermixture of UHF and VHF 
channels can operate successfully in our market, nor do I see the 
necessity for it. 

2. To put television broadcasting on a practical basis, the allocations 
plan must be reappraised in terms of market and population areas, 
rather than a city population list. 

3. It is my belief that it is not in the public interest, convenience, 
or necessity that 1 station in an area should be permitted to edit and 
control 4 national services, and to have complete competitive control 
as to what other stations in an area might take from national sources, 

4. If the elimination of UHF and VHF intermixture is impractical 
in an area, UHF should be favored with regulations in regard to 
satellite stations. Thus, by a combination of UHF main and satellite 
stations a UHF signal could be achieved with present available trans- 
mitter powers which would be equivalent to radiating 1,000 kilowatts 
at 1,000 feet as authorized by present FCC regulations. This conclu- 
sion rectifies the dilemma presented above in regard to present] 
available 1214-kilowatt UHF amplifiers being inadequate to mad 
maximum allowable VHF coverage. 

Senator Porrrer. Let me see if I understand what you mean by a 
satellite station. 

Mr. Kersta. You could build a 1,000-foot tower and using a 1214- 
kilowatt transmitter, the highest tower and the highest available am- 
plifier and it would still be very inadequate when compared to the 
VHF coverage. 

In our area it would cost in the order of $250,000 for such a tower, 
and after you built it, you could not match it anyway. So by having 
favorable regulations, whereby we could operate a satellite station 
to achieve in another way what is due us in the Federal Communica- 
tions regulations would give us a chance to have the same coverage. 

Senator Porrer. What about this polycasting ? 

Mr. Kersta. It is a branch of polycasting. It has merit. Poly- 
casting is a development of a satellite operation. 

By this statement I have no intention to harm or disparage, whether 
it be individuals, stations, networks, or the FCC. My objective is to 
be factual and analytical to bring about a national competitive system 
of broadcasting of which the American public, networks, manufac- 
turers, stations, and our Government can be truly proud. 

Whatever the outcome of these deliberations, as one who has de- 
voted his entire life to this industry, I will continue to play the rules 
of the game to the fullest of my energies to bring about the finest in 
television for most people. 

Thank you for this opportunity afforded me to present my views 
and experiences. 

Senator Porrer. That was a very good statement. I appreciate it. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrre. No questions. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you again, Mr. Kersta. 

Mr. Kerstra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. Gordon Brown, of 
Rochester, N. Y. 
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STATEMENT OF GORDON BROWN, OPERATOR OF RADIO STATION 
WSAY, ROCHESTER, N. Y. 


Mr. Brown. I find that very much of what I was going to say here 
today has been said. I find also that the outline which I have pre- 
pared is practically obsolete now. However, I will pull this down 
to a rather short time. 

My name is Gordon Brown. I operate radio station WSAY in 
Rochester, N. Y. My experience started in 1914 when I was an 
amateur in wireless telegraphy. In 1920 I experimented with radio 
telephony, and I have had an amateur radio operator’s license, and 
I started in commercial radio in 1922. 

I am owner-licensee of a radio station, and back in 1927 it was 
WNBQ, a 15-watt AM station. I am a holder of a radio-television 
first-class operator's license, and I am presently the operator of radio 
station WSAY, which was on the air since 1936. 

I think I am an old-timer in television. Back in 1927 there is a 
picture of a television receiver which I made and on which I received 
a picture one inch square with 24 lines. Radio broadcasting and tele- 
vision has been my full life’s work. It would appear that what the 
boys are going through here with UHF is going to follow the pat- 
tern that we followed in FM. We had FM coming along, and then 
we found that the frequencies which were allocated to it were not 
the proper frequencies and FM went through a complete change of 
frequency. ‘They went to another spectrum. 

In 1927, when I had my radio station, it was assigned on 209 meters 
and in November of 1927 the Commission said, “Well, we are going 
to take you off 209 meters, and we will put you on 1,500 kilocycles. 
We thought that change was an awful thing, but if it had not hap- 
pened, I do not think there would have been much radio service in 
the United States. 

I think the same thing is going to be true here with UHF. I think 
that the time has come, as it did in 1927, and as it did with FM, that 
you have got to provide a new system, and I think the principles of 
Commissioner Hennock, Mr. Dumont, and particularly, Mr. McGrath 
are very laudable. 

We have heard here about the good network programs. You have 
also heard about how afraid everybody is of Madison Avenue. We 
have the Lux Theatre, which is not a network program. Let us say 
it is a program of Madison Avenue or a program with a sponsor who 
bought that program and put it on the network. 

By virtue of the network position, which is quite monopolistic, 
we find that the economic destiny of radio stations is in the palm 
of their hands. They definitely hold even more so economic destiny 
of all television stations in their grasp. 

Much will be heard in this hearing which could and could not be 
done for UHF stations, but there is no question of a doubt that you 
have got to control the networks the same as you control the radio 
stations, if you are going to have a nonmonopolistic system. 

Senator Porrer. And you would support Senator Bricker’s bill? 

Mr. Brown. Very much so, only it doesn’t go half far enough. 
There have been a number of UHF and VHF stations taken off the 
air, and there is no use talking about that. Everybody knows that. 
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It might be interesting for this committee to incorporate into this 
statement the verbatim statements and the reasons for their discon- 
tinuances of the television stations. Those reasons were given to the 
Federal Communications Commission, and are now in the Federal 
Communications Commission files. 

In analyzing these reasons, it will be definitely found that the one 
basic reason for their discontinuance was the fact that the networks 
could not feed them the expensive high-quality programs which the 
advertising sponsors paid for. The Federal Communications Com- 
mission needs legislation to control the networks. Congress should 
give them this power to license the networks the same as they license 
a radio station. 

L have been talking about the licensing of networks for some time. 
After a considerable amount of research along the lines of legislative 
history and the Communications Act, I have spent many weeks work- 
ing with the House in drawing up a bill which might be effective 
in heensing of the networks. The bill is attached hereto as H. R. 73. 
This has been drawn up after spending 2 weeks with the legislative 
counsel of the House, and it is not easy and it takes a lot of fore- 
thought to draw up a bill which will not have a lot of leaks in it when 
it comes to controlling the networks. They are very adept at find- 
ing holes in legislation. 

So I am very much in favor of regulating the networks, and, as 
[ say, Senator Bricker’s bill is fine, but it does not go half far enough. 

Lam going to cut this a lot shorter than I anticipated. I have had 
a problem in radio. I have operated a radio station for years. I have 
had the networks try to tell me how to run it, and I decided that I 
was not going to let them tell me how to run it, and the result was that 
I lost the network affiliation, and as a result of that, in radio, I have 
lost out of pocket in the last 5 or 6 years about $185,000 in radio. I 
lost $18,000 last year, and I did not even take a salary, so that did not 
include my salary. 

It appears that the networks have a terrific control over the pro- 
graming and where it shall go, whose programing shall hit the 
air, and as a result of that, I think they need some regulation. 

You have heard about the monopoly of the networks and they 
have been talked about for a long time. Here are just a few little 
articles which show how the networks have been operating, how they 
have been choking their demands down the affiliates’ throats, and 
these articles I will turn over to you. I will just read the headlines. 

One is an article entitled “Editorial Control by Networks Charged 
by Ellis.” That is dated January 15, 1951. 

Here is another article entitled “As Pegler Sees It—Discusses Air 
Privileges Granted Giant Networks.” That is from the New York 
Journal-American dated Wednesday, October 17, 1951. 

Here is another one headed “Radio-Television—Too Much Mo- 
nopoly Creeping into TV,” written by John Crosby. 

Here is another one taken from Broadcasting, the August 20, 1951, 
issue, page 31, which states: “ABC Scored—Sale of Announcements 
Assailed by NARTSR.” 

Now the average radio station sometimes took in network pro- 
graming with the understanding that they did not get much return 
from these programs, but they did sell spots around them to national 
advertisers, so that used to be a source of revenue to the radio stations, 
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and it was the business of the station representatives to sell those 
spots for a station. We find now that the networks are taking over 
spot business also, so it doesn’t give the affiliate much of anything left 
and he has either got to take ‘the networks or else, and that is the 
situation there. 

Now as a result of that situation, we have got another article from 
the May 31, 1952, issue of the Billboard, which states “Station Reps 
Threaten NBC with FCC Complaint.” There have been a lot of com- 
plaints about network operation to the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, but it appears that nothing has ever been done with them, 
and it appears also that not only do we need a law to license the net- 
works, but we must put in that law something to make it compulsory 
for the Federal Communications Commission to carry out that law. 

We have another article here from Broadeasting-Telecasting, the 
January 1, 1951 issue, which states “NBC Affiliates Up in Arms— 
Form Anti-Rate-Cut Bloc.” 

The result to the networks is that they are going to up the rate of 
many stations. They control the rate ‘of their affiliates, and in so 
controlling the rates of the affiliates, they control my rates, because 
I must compete with my competitors, and the affiliate rates are the 
rates of my competitors, so that we find that not only do the networks 
control their programing, but also control the rates at which the 
radio station shall be sold. They not only control the rates for their 
affiliates, but through that indirect method they control the rates of 
my station. 

Another article states we bs-Affiliates Split Widens.” That is 
from the Wednesday, May 2, 1951, issue of Variety. 

We find continually that the affiliate just cannot seem to take it any 
longer. They have taken cuts. They are told they will not get any- 
thing for this program and that program, and so the affiliates try 
to get together and gang up and they complain to the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, and that is about as far as it goes. 

The cuts go through and that is the end of that. Since the legisla- 
tion, your last hearing ae the networks have decided that they are 
going to cut radio again. I don’t know how much more they can cut 
it before they will be in the same predicament—in fact, it is in the 
same predicament now—that UHF is, only the radio boys have not 
been down here to tell you about it. 

I think it is time now that you not only look at this from the picture 
of UHF, but you look at it from the picture of stations in the country 
who are losing money. 

I have here some figures from the Federal Communications Com- 
mission which are as up to date as I could get on the radio station 
situation. 

Senator Porrer. Is this with radio, Mr. Brown, or television ? 

Mr. Brown. This is radio. 

Senator Porrrer. I think it would be very interesting. However, 
this is primarily a hearing on UHF. 

Mr. Brown. I will turn these into the record in which I want 
to get the television issue included also. I want to show you that 
not only have you got a problem with television, but radio also. 

Whether you get it today or in a week from now, you will get it. 

Senator Porrmr. One headache at a time. 
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Mr. Brown. I think both headaches can be cured with the same pill, 
which is going to be hard for the networks to swallow. 

We get into another article which is from the Wednesday, June 4, 
1952, issue of Variety, and the headline is entitled “Affiliates’ ‘Kill 
Cut’ Gang-Up.” 

Then there is another article from the Billboard, the November 
1952, issue, the headline of which is entitled “Station Reps Claim 
Nets Try Encroach.” 

The next article is from the Wednesday, December 5, 1951, issue 
of Variety, and the heading of the article is entitled “Barring of 
Press at Boca Session Angers Afhiliates.” 

The next article is from the August 9, 1952, issue of the Billboard, 
and the headline is as follows: “Web Rate Cuts May Cue FCC Move 
To Split Radio and TV.” 

Well, they might have talked about cueing, but nothing has been 
done about it. 

Here we have from the Wednesday, November 12, 1952, issue of 
Variety the “Estimate Weekly Network TV Program Costs.” 

This list is back, as I said, in November of 1952. It gives the 
cost of all the various TV shows, and I believe they are about 50 per- 
cent higher now than this list shows. So you can get some ideas of 
the costs of the networks for these programs, which of course they 
charge to the sponsors. 

There are three of those estimated weekly network TV program 
cost sheets. 

Then the last heading I have here is from the Wednesday, June 4, 
1952, issue of Variety, and the headline is “NBC-TV ‘All Star Re- 
Vue May Fold; Won’t Go Out on a $5 Million Limb.” 

Might these newspaper articles be made a part of the record, Mr. 
Chairman ¢ 

Senator Porrer. They will be made a part of the record. 

(Newspaper articles referred to are as follows :) 


[January 15, 1951] 
EDITORIAL CONTROL BY NETWORKS CHARGED BY ELLIS 


James H. Ellis, president of Kudner Agency, charged Friday that TV net- 
works are approaching control of the editorial content of the air through grow- 
ing domination over time, talent, and production. 

In an address before the Detroit Adcraft Club, Mr. Ellis put much blame 
upon networks’ competition for top shows “at any price.” 

He said TV networks’ bidding for talent has brought television to a point 
where it “is getting too rich for the average advertiser’s purse, no matter how 
good it is.” 

Mr. Ellis scored what he called a snowballing trend in which networks put 
together package shows and sell them to sponsors at skyrocketing prices. He 
said at least 70 percent of CBS commercial shows and 50 percent of NBC’s are 
network-controlled, whereas a considerable majority of all shows on the air a 
year ago were handled by independent agencies. 

Mr. Ellis’ agency itself pioneered in development of many top TV shows. Its 
1950 billings amounted to $1.8 million for radio and $4 million for television. 

The Kudner executive stressed that television produces spectacular results 
when all factors are right, and conceded that networks are entitled to some 
control over talent and production. But the trend now, he asserted, is in the 
direction of “complete and monopolistic” control by networks. 

“Three years ago” he said, “the top TV show on the air cost about $10,000 a 
week for an hour program—$2,000 being for time and $8,000 for entertainment 
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“Now, and in only 3 years’ time,” he continued, “the cost of a top show for 1 
hour a week has mounted to $100,000. Time has gone up to $36,000 and enter- 
tainment to $60,000 or more. 

“This means that to put on a good show on a yearly basis an advertiser must 
think in terms of a $4 million annual budget—and this of course, is for TV 
alone without taking other advertising medias into consideration.” 

He said internetwork competition has reached a point of outright “audience 
stealing, with networks bidding fabulous prices which few sponsors can justi 
fiably pay. With individual stars getting as much as $40,000 for a single per- 
formance a lot of harm has been done.” 

Mr. Ellis feared present trends mean “we soon can arrive at the time when 
the networks provide all the entertainment.” This, he said would be contrary 
to the challenge of free competition, and the inherent dangers in it are obvious.” 

NO “STRAIGHTJACKET” 

He called upon the people responsible for the destiny of television to “stop, 
look, and listen.” 

“They already have a monopoly of the air waves, which is unavoidable,” he 
said. ‘Television may prove to be the most powerful selling medium we have 
ever seen, but monopolizing TV entertainment is hard to justify as serving in 
anyone’s best interests. We don’t want to be put into a straightjacket when it 
comes to entertainment.” 

Asserting that “the customer has some rights,” he said that “at least we can 
call a halt and give the independent sources a chance to find if there isn’t some 
way to keep talent costs from going out of the reach of everyone—and thereby 
hurting TV owners, and the industry as a whole.” 


As Pecter Sees Ir—Discusses AIR PRIVILEGES GRANTED GIANT NETWORKS 
(By Westbrook Pegler) 
[October 17, 1951] 


The air above these States which are united in the grand Republic of the 
United States, is the property of us people. The abuse of this public domain 
is a violation of our rights and an impudent affront to our human dignity of 
our rights and our citizenship. 

This air does not belong to the National Broadcasting Co., Mutual, Columbia, 
nor American. It is yours and mine. These, and other, companies have ob- 
tained privileges of great value from the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion which acted in our name in a technical legal sense. 

They have not paid us for the use of our airlanes for their own profit. But, 
because they have created important machinery and towers, and because they 
have taken on large financial obligations, they presume to claim a vested right 
in our property. 

They think they have a right to sell it to unscrupulous advertisers of prod- 
ucts and promoters of propositions, including attacks on the religious and 
political faith of millions of us citizens. When they are taxed with their mis- 
use of our property and abuse of our rights, they resort to evasive action and 
lies. 

In one case, when a law-abiding taxpaying citizen had been maligned in a 
nasty way by Drew Pearson with a false statement over the “facilities” of the 
Blue Network, Robert Kintner, an officer of the company, refused to entertain 
a complaint. 

He seemed to think that the Blue Network had a vested right to use our 
property to broadcast false, abusive statements about any individual or mass 
of individuals. 

Ed Noble, the proprietor of this company at that time, is a New Dealer who 
received valuable concessions from the Federal Communications Commission, 
a very partisan political body. He also tried to discourage Pearson’s victim 
from pressing his demand for a retraction. 

He said that if Pearson were forced to retract he would couch his amend 
in language which would leave the victim in worse position than before. 
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Nevertheless, the victim obtained proof that Pearson’s statement was a lie. 
Only then, and on notice that this proof was now in hand did Pearson make 
an unconditional and satisfactory retraction and apology. 

But the Blue Network never expressed regret nor any other interest in a 
flagrant abuse of the air above the land which was entrusted to its steward- 
ship. 

Some radio companies pretend that they keep no record of false and gratuitous 
abusive remarks against respectable citizens which are broadcast after mid- 
night. If that were true, the licenses would be subject to automatic revo- 
cation. 

One “commentator” prepared himself for greater authority on public affairs 
by broadcasting from a drinking resort bearing the name of a person who once 
had been put out of business for running a disorderly place. 

The FCC has no firm minimum requirements for broadcasters as to reputa 
tion, character, and intelligence. The people’s air is available to any disreputable 
person, even to a covert spokesman for the underworld or for powerful, mysteri- 
ous backers with ulterior motives for organizing public opinion against persons, 
political parties, and political issues. 

Adolf Hitler captured Austria “by radio.” He infuriated the Germanic 
Austrians against those whom he depicted as enemies in their midst. The 
Austrian military and political forces were reduced to impotence when he made 
his move. 

Similar tricks are employed here by exploiters of the radio channels which 
are the property of our people. We who own the radio air may yet find ourselves 
undone by propagandists preying on our credulity, our warm American sym- 
pathies and our lack of background knowledge of the character of the broad- 
casters and the motives of those who pay them. 

Broadcasters, uninhibited by decency, truth, and morals, make the most suc 
cessful operators on our air and get the most money. 

They are more effective for advertising purposes because scurrility is dramatic 
and compels attention which the people will not yield to conscientious, truthful 
discussion. These powerful individuals are seldom at loss for capitalists with 
wares to sell who are indifferent to the consequences, 

These advertising broadcasts are arranged by advertising agencies, some of 

hich have become great, undercover powers in the management of our thoughts 
by slanted radio broadcasts. 

Rich corporations, busy with other management problems, job out their 
udvertising to such advertising agencies and, in some cases, Obviously pay no 
attention to the political and moral character of the people who arrange their 
sules propaganda. 

One of our industrial giants, a very sensitive man where his own vanity is 
concerned, boasted that he had spent $1,200,000 of our money, borrowed from 
the RFC to maintain a program of abuse composed entirely of lies against a 
patriotic citizen. 

On examination he was unable to reconcile his complacence in this matter 
with his own notorious touchiness. 

Drew Pearson’s motive for trying to drive James Forrestal out of public 
life is one of the great taboos of the time. He certainly acted in collusion and 
his lies about Forrestal, accusing him of cheating on his income tax and running 
away in a cowardly flight as armed brigands robbed his wife, were so vile 
that a reaction set in against him. 

Forrestal was a part owner of the air which Pearson used to defame him, 
and millions of other citizens who also own this air could not protect the victim. 
But in the finest legal sense they had a right to throw this scoundrel off their air 
for misusing their property. 

In this, Pearson finally went over the line. He lost two sponsors and he has 
complained that his earnings have declined. But still he does not blame himself. 
His mentality is such that he may not realize how horrible his lies were. He 
thinks he owns the air. 

As a final thought, though Pearson lost “sponsors,” he was not denied the use 
of our air for nefarious, hidden purposes. He still has free use of it. 

And the broadcasting company which uses our air to circulate Pearson’s fre- 
quent mendacities, boasts that it does not censor any of its broadcasters. They 
may use our air to shout to the multitudes any lie that serves their questionable 
purposes. 


48550—54——43 
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Too Mucu MONOPOLY CREEPING INTO TV 
(By John Crosby) 


One financial aspect of radio, which, it seemed to me stunted its growth wus 
its control by the advertiser. It was always my contention, in this column and 
in an article in Life magazine that the broadcaster should run his own shop, 
that the advertiser should support, but not control, the editorial content of radio. 

In a recent speech by J. H. 8. Ellis, president of the Kudner Agency before 
the Detroit Adcraft Club, it was indicated that broadcasters are running their 
own shops in television and the results, according to Mr. Ellis, are not entirely 
happy. In the old days an agency came in with a radio program which it owned 
and bargained for the best time it could get on the network of its choice. It 
could drop the program or change networks at will; the network provided little 
except kilowatts and good frequencies. 

Speaking of television, Mr. Ellis says: “Today 50 percent of the commercial 
shows on NBC are network controlled and the figure for CBS is 80 percent. All 
of which looks as if the major networks are headed for a monopoly of editorial 
content.” (A year ago most of the shows were owned either by package outfits 
or advertising agencies.) What is the matter with editorial monopoly by broad- 
casters which, after all, also is exercised by magazines and newspapers? Mr. 
Ellis has some interesting criticisms. 

Television is full of fierce shortages—a shortage of stations—47 stations on 
the coaxial cable, 29 cities with only 1 station, 9 with only 1 station, 9 with only 
2—and a shortage of prime time, 8 to 11 p. m. at night. This puts the networks 
in a strong bargaining position for their own shows. With the present shortage 
of time, they—the networks—give at least a broad hint that if you want to get 
on their networks, you better buy one of their shows. 

Furthermore, the network, Mr. Ellis says, is not above trying to swipe the 
ad agencies’ talent and sign it to exclusive contracts. The agency can offer 
an actor money. Only the network can give him an audience, can put him on 
the air. The result, he continues, has been to make monopolies of an unhealthy 
sort which are behaving like all the monopolies of the past—underpricing the 
competition and then charging all the traffic can bear. 

Mr. Ellis’ figures in support of this are fairly startling. The Kudner Agency 
has the Milton Berle show and always has had. Three years ago, the Berle 
show’s cost—time charges, Berle, production, everything—cost $10,000 a week. 
Now time charge alone are $36,000 an hour; the show costs around $100,000. 

If the spiral continues at the present rate, says Mr. Ellis, $100,006 may be 
expected to be the tag on a half-hour show. That means an advertiser with a 
half-hour show on the air for the normal 39-week season would shell out $4 mil- 
lion. How many advertisers can afford that advertising budget for television 
alone? Only a very few, very large corporations who would monopolize:all the 
TV fare that comes into our homes. Hardly a healthy situation either for the 
public or, in the long run, for the networks. 

Why does television entertainment cost so much? Mr. Ellis accuses the net- 
works of recklessly bidding up salaries. The Texaco show—an agency pack- 
age—once paid a singer $1,500 for an appearance. In the Bob Hope show, a net- 
work package, the same singer got $4,500. Why should the networks try to 
price themselves out of the market? Well, it’s Mr. Ellis’ theory that they are 
more interested in knocking the spots off the competing networks than in de- 
veloping a balanced program schedule. He accuses them of building a variety 
show with name and high-priced stars and slotting it opposite a popular show 
of another network with the twin aims of (a) getting a quick high rating (b) 
diminishing the opposition rating. 

Everyone is suffering from this suicidal competition— the advertiser, the net- 
work and—above all—you and me. 

It was always my contention that a decent balance of programing—so many 
variety shows, so many damatic ones, so many quiz, cultural, sports programs, 
etc.—would be achieved only if the broadcaster ran the show. 


[August 20, 1951] 
ABC Scorep SALE oF ANNOUNCEMENTS ASSAILED BY NARTSR 


National Association of Radio and Television Station Representative last week 
shifted its sights from NBC to ABC in a new volley in the association’s contin- 
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uing war against the network sale of announcements, which NARTSR considers 
unfair encroachment on what should be station business. 

“The accepted area of network operation upon which the entire industry's 
economy is based is in the field of network programs,” Murray Grabhorn, man- 
aging director of NARTSR, stated. “Revenue from announcements belongs to 
the stations. It is as simple as that.” 

Mr. Grabhorn, until recently an ABC vice president, charges this network with 
offering announcements “integrated within the body of four separate network 
programs” to stations for sale to local advertisers. “The advertiser is charged 
what might be considered a premium rate but the station does not get it,” Mr. 

Jrabhorn said. “Most of it goes to the network. * * * It is a wonderful take for 
the network, but the station gets the short end.” 


ABC ANSWERS 


ABC viewed the matter in another light. A network spokesman explained 
that these announcements within programs are offered to network clients under 
the ABC pyramid plan. Stations not included in the sponsor’s network are given 
the chance to sell the program spots locally on the standard ABC cooperative pro- 
gram basis, charging 3 percent of their 1-hour nighttime rate for each announce- 
ment, which the stations retain, plus a program charge, which the network 
receives, as it does on all co-op shows. 


—_——_ 


[Mey 31, 1952) 


STaTIONn Reps THREATEN NBC WitH FCC ComprLaiInt—Hit Pan To Sion Rep 
STATIONS FOR NATIONAL Spot SALES DEPARTMENT 


New York, May 24.—Immediate filing of a complaint with the Federal Com- 
munications Commission was threatened this week by the station representatives’ 
organization, should the National Broadcasting Co. seek to recruit independent 
afliliated stations for representation by its national spot-sales department.—The 
Lillboard, May 24. 

Tom Flanagan, head of the National Association of Radio and Television Sta- 
tion Representatives, said that the reps will not take any competitive moves by 
NBC in this direction lying down. He threatened that should such a drive mate- 
rialize, NARTSR quickly will proceed to ask the FCC to come to a decision on 
the matter. 

The FCC received a complaint on this subject from the station rep group some 
4 years ago, with the Columbia Broadcasting System’s spot sales division the 
main target at that time. Two weeks of hearings were held before the entire 
FCC, but no definitive conclusion ever was issued. Since that time, the issue has 
lain dormant, mainly because the web’s spot sales division confined their activi- 
ties mainly to o&o outlets. NBC, as reported in the Billboard last week, now 
intends to hypo its division, and is planning to line up pacts with additional out- 
lets. The web’s legal department has opined that such a procedure is perfectly 
within FCC and antitrust regulations. 


TO MOVE SWIFTLY 


Flanagan said that “if any network goes after spot representation with inde- 
pendent affiliated stations, you may be sure the move will be promptly and ag- 
gressively opposed before the FCC by NARTSR. Nothing could be more 
damaging to the independence of an affiliated station now owned by a network 
than to have such a station dependent for spot as well as network business upon 
the same giant organization.” 

He added that it is not likely that any such network move would meet with 
much success, because the trend has been for stations to seek greater independ- 
ence from the webs, as shown by the actions of the All Affiliates Committee and 
the NBC Affiliates Committee. Independent affiliated outlets, he said, are de- 
termined to get better deals from the webs than they have been getting, and 
“they are hardly likely to fall into any association which would increase network 
domination over their livelihood, earnings, and independence.” 
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[January 1, 1951) 
NBC AFFILiaTes Up IN AkMs—ForM ANTI-RatE-CutT BLoc 


(By J. Frank Beatty ) 


Some two-score NBC affiliates blew their tops once again last week as they 
scanned a confidential document from NBC which explained in detail why the 
network felt it had to cut evening radio rates in TV cities. 

Aroused and organized after a fortnight of indecision and informal talks, 
affiliates started to prepare, through a provisional committee, for the January 
10 New York meeting called by NBC to study rate surgery the network had tried 
to impose in December—Broadcasting Telecasting, December 25, 18, 1950. 

On top of that, angered affiliates laid groundwork for their own private session 
January 9 at the Waldorf-Astoria, New York. This dinner meeting will serve 
as an organization and briefing session in advance of the main gathering the fol- 
lowing day. 

Judging by advance indications, at least 50 affiliate station executives will 
attend the private dinner meeting and the joint meeting to be held the follow- 
ing day. 

Members of the provisional station committee indicated last week, after hear- 
ing from NBC stations in TV areas, that stations will stand up and fight against 
any network effort to slash rates. 


PREPARE FOR FIGHT 


Meantime, groups of affiliate executives are reviewing selected portions of the 
NBC bulletin. They will bring their findings together this week and go to New 
York prepared for a knockdown battle to prevent the network from slicing radio 
rates and perhaps setting in motion a nationwide rate debacle. 

As members of the provisional committee heard from affiliates last week they 
reached the conclusion that NBC will have little support outside its owned sta- 
tions. They reported many stations felt NBC’s confidential bulletin was full of 
holes. 

One member told Broadcasting-Telecasting that no affiliate contacted by the 
committee was willing to go along with the NBC rate cut. An affiliate listed as 
in favor of the cut originally is said to have made a flat denial that he had en- 
dorsed the idea. 

Affiliates, in many cases, are said to insist they can’t possibly take a rate cut 
at this time with present operating costs and the chance that costs will go 
even higher. They complain that income from network time is low compared 
to revenue from local and national spot. Some station operators have muttered 
dire threats about what they would do if NBC decided to resist the affiliates 
and insist on slashing rates. 

The provisional committee comprises Clair McCollough, Steinman Stations, 
chairman of the NBC Stations Planning and Advisory Committee; Tom A. 
Brooks, Hearst Radio, WBAL Baltimore; Lee B. Wailes, Fort Industry Co., 
WSPD Toledo; P. A. Sugg, WKY Oklahoma City; William Fay, WHAM Roches- 
ter, and Nathan Lord, WAVE Louisville. 

In general, NBC’s affiliates argued that the network had pulled a fast one on 
them. As late as October, during the NBC affiliates’ convention at White Sulphur 
Springs, network officials are said to have assured stations not rate cut was 
in sight and nothing of the sort could happen this year. 

Affiliates argued there’s no excuse for rate cuts at this time. Sure, maybe 
the AM network operation will feel the pinch as advertisers jockey for lower 
rates, they contend, but that’s nothing new in a business operation. What the 
network should do, they insist, is order officials to develop new clients and new 
business. 

Feeling persists that the network should have raised rates two or three times 
in the last decade to keep pace with increased circulation and increased listening. 
Stations, they remind, have had two or three rate hikes in this decade. Other 
media, too, have done the same thing. 


NEED MORE SELLING 


“What’s the hurry?” one affiliate executive asked “They say they can’t sell 
enough time. What NBC needs is more selling. Actually, this is the third or 
fourth rate cut by NBC in the last few years, including the rate scales on Opera- 
tion Tandem, Sunday afternoon time, and similar efforts. 
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“Nobody else is cutting rates. This thing is doing incalculable harm to the 
entire industry. Radio is still the cheapest medium in the world.” 

William B. Way, vice president and general manager of KVOO Tulsa, was 
among the affiliates who harshly criticized NBC. 

“The attempt at AM network rate reduction is another means of forcing this 
medium to pay for television,’ he said. “This is evident when consideration 
is given to the fact that TV schedules are sold out yet station owners continue 
to suffer losses or admit that they are barely breaking even. 

“T seems the obvious thing is to raise TV rates. If this then forces some TV 
advertisers off that medium they may return to more profitable AM. If increased 
rates do not force any advertiser off TV the then increased cost must prove profit- 
able to the users. 

“Either way each media will have to stand on its own feet.” 


[May 2, 1951] 
Wess-AFFILIATES’ SPLIT WIDENS—CHIPS ARE Down IN RATE CRISIS 
(By George Rosen) 


One of the major battles in recent broadcasting history is on—AM’s civil war, 
which lines up the networks against their own affiliates. 

The Affiliates Committee representing 700 stations identified with the 4 major 
networks lost their initial major skirmish with the webs last week. Not only 
is the CBS rate slash a fait accompli, but NBC, ABC, and Mutual are falling in 
line. 

Of perhaps even more dire consequences to the industry as a whole, however, 
is the revolution fomenting withing AM’s ranks. The networks versus stations’ 
jockeying for position is just beginning. It’s apparent that from here on in, 
there will be no love lost between affiliate managers and network operators. 

Behind the veiled statement issued following last week’s 2-day meeting of the 
affiliates with the four network brass, is seen a drawing of battlelines—two con- 
cepts matched one against the other. Considered particularly significant is one 
section in the statement of principle in which the affiliates set forth: 

“Any network reduction in rates should be recognized only as one network's 
opinion of the appropriate price of a network package, and should not be regarded 
in any respect as an indication of the overall value of radio. Particularly, it 
should not be regarded as any indication at all of the market-by-market value 
of radio, and affiliated stations should make their own evaluations of the value 
of their local service quite independent of network action. Further, stations 
should have no hesitancy whatsoever in increasing rates wherever in their con- 
sidered opinion such rate increases are warranted.” 

Thus the affiliates are drawing up their own blueprint for attack, including 
a concerted campaign to recondition advertiser thinking that “market-by-market 
values” rather than cross-the-board network radio is the thing that counts today. 

That the chips are down is evidenced from the committee’s feeling that “a 
study should be made of the contractual relations between networks and their 
affiliate stations to determine, in what respect, if any, those relationships no 
longer realistically conform to present-day conditions.” 

The affiliates committee on the basis of some off-the-record observations, feel 
that the webs have succeeded in pulling a fast one on them. From here on in, 
they're not going to be caught flatfooted or tied to any contractual strait jacket 
in fighting off further vital network decisions. They deplore the fact that the 
webs have already moved into their national “spot biz’ domain, and are particu- 
larly resentful of the recent ABC maneuver on binding their affiliates to the 
Procter & Gamble “spot biz” deal. 

Unofficially, one key spokesman asserted that they'll be ready next time, in 
view of the committee’s conclusion that “we find nothing * * * which indicates 
that the move taken by CBS * * * will prevent a further depreciation of radio 
values.” Just how the affiliates committee intends to combat such an eventuality 
wasn’t tipped, however. 

ANTITRUST ANGLE 


Because of possible antitrust repercussions, the network prexies, accompanied 
by other web high command, met individually with members of the affiliates com- 
mittee representing their networks. CBS prez, Frank Stanton, made it emphatic 
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that “the die is cast.” NBC prexy, Joseph H. McConnell, is scheduled to announce 
the NBC rate cut pattern this week following a meeting with his affiliates. Ditto 
ABC and Mutual. All are expected to follow pretty much the same 10 percent— 
plus elimination of cream time bonus—formula as evolved by CBS, although one 
NBC affiliate member expressed the belief that the mobilization may be a factor 
in “trimming NBC’s sails” somewhat. f 

The network-affiliate schism apparently isn’t one-sided. Some of the web 
hierarchy appeared to resent the tacties used by the affiliates committee in pro- 
mulgating its statement of principles, and not taking the trouble to send copies 
to the networks. 





{June 4, 1952] 
AFFILIATES’ ‘Kirti Cut’ GANGUP—FIREWORKS DvE aT JuLY MEET 


(By Bert Miller) 


A “revolt of the affiliates” in a last-ditch attempt to stave off a slashing of 
nighttime radio rates is shaping up. A group of CBS radio affiliates has called 
a meeting of Columbia outlets to take place at the Hotel Ambassador, New York, 
July 1-2, when action is expected to be taken to “kill the cut.” 

On the first day the affiliates will meet alone, with the probability they will 
“cook up some medicine” for the CBS radio brass to swallow when they 
appear before the session the following day. Columbia prexy Frank Stanton, 
Board Chairman William Paley, CBS radio prexy Adrian Murphy and station 
veepee Harry Akerberg are expected to meet the chain’s affiliates on July 2. 

Idea for the “July 1 and 2 fireworks” presumably arose from the All-Radio 
Affiliates Committee meeting May 20-21. At that time some segments of the 
radio industry, particularly station operators, expressed regret that the ARAC 
did not take a stronger stand against the impending network nighttime rate 
axing. The reason behind the ARAC’s caution was the committee’s fear that 
it could be open to charges of “monopolistic conspiracy” if it combined to pre- 
vent a rate cut. 

However, it’s believed that it is legal for the affiliates of one network to get 
together to press their case to their own web. It apparently was felt that CBS 
affiliates should be the first to convene, since that skein seems to be lead- 
ing the movement for a “rape of the rates,” and was the first to institute the 15 
percent slicing in 1951. 

Stations linked to other networks may follow suit. Whether affiliates con- 
«laves of the other chains are called will probably depend on developments at 
the Columbia pow-wow and industry reactions. However, there is a strong 
possibility that NBC and ABC outlets will also take the same warpath. 


KEYMEN SIGN UP 


Among the signers of the call to the July parley are four members of ARAC: 
Kenyon Brown, KWFT, Wichita Falls, Tex.; John Patt, WGAR, Cleveland, and 
WIR, Detroit; Victor A. Sholis, WHAS, Louisville; and George Storer, of Storer 
Broadcasting Corp. Other signers include WMT, Waterloo, Iowa; KIRO, 
Seattle; ETRH, Houston; WKZO, Kalamazoo, and WKRC, Cincinnati. 

Affiliates committee has been moving slowly because of the complex legal 
questions involved. Combining to resist a price cut might be construed as 
“illegal combination” under the antitrust acts. However, a leading attorney 
with heavy experience in both the radio and antitrust fields told Variety that, 
in his opinion, a resolution recommending that affiliates refuse to accept a net- 
work rate cut could be issued. If the resolution were not binding on the affiliates, 
and accepting or refusing a cut were purely a voluntary matter, it would be 
within the law, the legal eagle said. 

After the recent ARAC meeting, committee issued a statement that “affiliates 
of each network expressed grave concern over the current competitive network 
sales and rate situation, which is at such variance with the great resurgence of 
radio in terms of audience and business at the local and national spot levels.” 
Significantly, statement spoke of affiliates of “each network’—pointing up the 
approach of not combining outlets of several chains. 

A spokesman for the committee told Variety last week that most affiliates did 
not follow the network rate slashing last year. He added, “If the webs are able 
to impose an even greater cut in nighttime rates, affiliates will no longer be 
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able to maintain their own rates in competition with those of the nets, and spot 
and local rates will inevitably be hit.” 

Pointing up the ARAC concern with its legal position, and its extreme care in 
staying within legal bounds, is the fact that its attorney, Edgar Barton, sat 
in op-all its sessions. 

Committee has been taking steps to establish itself on a solid organizational 
basis. Bob Swezey, WDSU, New Orleans, was named to head a committee on 
constitution and bylaws. Swezey and Kenyon Brown, WKFT, were named 
vice chairmen to help Paul W. Moreney, WTIC, Hartford, who agreed to stay 
on as chairman. Leslie C. Johnson, of WHBF, Rock Island, Ill., was added 
to ARAC, replacing Leonard Kapner, WCAE, Pittsburgh, who resigned because 
of pressure of other work. 





[From the Billboard, May 31, 1952) 


Morency NAMED AIAC CHAIRMAN, Swezey, BRowNn VICE CHAIRMAN; To Discuss 
ALLEGED CBS Rate Cuts 


New YorK, May 24.—The All Industry Affiliates’ Committee met here Tues- 
day and Wednesday, 21, 22, to establish a constitution and bylaws, and elect 
a chairman and vice chairman for this year. The group also listened to 
research presentations from C. E. Hooper and A. C. Nielsen and Ken Baker 
of Standard Audience Measurement. 

Paul W. (Fritz) Morency was unanimously drafter to continue as chairman 
at least until next National Association of Radio and Television Broadcasters 
convention. Elected vice chairman were Bob Swezey and Ken Brown, Present 
at the session was attorney Edgar Barton of White & Case, to guide the affili- 
ates group in the matter of areas in which they may effectively and legally 
operate. 

A subcommittee was formed and instructed as to procedure for setting up 
a constitution and bylaws for the group. Bob Swezey also heads this sub- 
‘ommittee. 

RUMOR DISCUSSED 


Discussed informally and unofficially by the group were the recent, recurring 
rumors concerning special rate reductions alleged to have been offered to cer- 
tain advertisers by the Columbia Broadcasting System. The all-industry group, 
however, is in no position to, nor will it take any definite action on, the CBS 
situation. 

It was learned, however, that several CBS affiliates are mulling organizing a 
meeting of CBS affiliates to discuss CBS’s alleged recent offers to certain 
advertisers. 

At press time, considerable confusion existed as to whether CBS had or had 
not made any rate reduction pitches to advertisers. CBS, itself, continued to 
deny that such offers had been made. 





{From the Billboard, November 15, 1952] 


STATION Reps CLAIM Nets Try ENCROACHMENT 


New York, November 8.—The Station Representatives Association this week 
charged the networks with two new attempts to “encroach” on spot business. 
The webs involved are the American Broadcasting Co. and Columbia Broadcast- 
ing System. 

Tom Flanagan, managing director of the SRA, claimed that ABC’s attempt to 
make a “spot carrier” out of Live Like a Millionaire on its TV network had failed. 
The contract offered to affiliates proposed that stations pay for the program 
until 1 network announcement was sold, that the web get the income from the 
second announcement and that stations could sell 4 more announcements. Since 
the program has gone on ABC-TV as a sustainer, he pointed out, the web must 
have failed to win station acceptance for its scheme. 

Flanagan also maintained that the CBS radio web is trying to reduce station 
income by selling local cut-ins on network shows. He claimed these cut-ins 
logically national spot advertising and should be billed separately as national 
spot advertising at the regular full-minute, national spot announcement rate. 
When the networks sell the cut-ins, they pay the affiliates the network rate 
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which is about half the spot rate received by stations when their representatives 
do the peddling. 


BARRING OF PRESS AT BOCA SESSIONS ANGERS AFFILIATES 


Boca Raron, Fia., December 4, 1951.—Status of the trade press in relation to 
NBC and its affiliates almost became a cause celebre at the network’s annual 
convention here. There was considerable rumblings from some station operators, 
who felt that the attitude of the network echelon in barring the press from all 
meetings, would only serve to hamper the press and frustrate the reporters 
seeking to factually record convention progress. 

Particularly in yiew of the fact that this year’s convention had such a vital 
bearing in formulating policy and resolving the economics attending network 
radio, it was felt that this was no time to allow conjecture or double-guessing 
to creep In. 

Originally it was planned to permit the press to sit in on this year’s session— 
excepting those involving network-affiliate bargaining and jockeying for position. 
But despite the pleas of the press department, which was backed by “exec 
veepee”’ Charles R. Denny, they were overruled, and for the fifth successive year 
the meeting doors were shut to the press. 

It was pointed out that, in view of the dual affiliations of TV stations, actually 
many in attendance had a stake in CBS as well, and since these were permitted 
to sit in*—under circumstances that could tip the rival web as to what's afoot 
at NBC—there was no reason to bar the press. 

In his opening convention remarks, NBC “prexy” Joseph H. McConnell also 
took a swipe at affiliates who talk to the trade press on matters affecting network- 
station relations. His criticism was directed at stations who have opposed the 
new NBC basic economy study, and have expressed their views to the press 
without consulting NBC about it 


Wes RATE Cuts May Cve FCC Move To Sprit Rapio Anp TV—OFrricriAts FEAR 
ADVERSE EFFECT ON PUBSERVICE—Moop GROWING FOR OPEN (COMPETITION 
BETWEEN Two MEDIA 


WASHINGTON, August 2.—The long, hard battle put up by the affiliated radio 
stations of the Columbia Broadcasting System and the National Broadcasting 
Co. against persistent efforts of the 2 major webs to cut radio rates has at- 
tracted the attention of at least 2 key members of the Federal Communications 
Commission to the degree that the FCC may eventually attempt to move against 
ownership by single corporations of joint radio and television operations. 

FCC Commissioners have been watching the rate crisis with considerable 
interest. Chairman Paul Walker, indeed, made a comment re the inadvisability 
of downgrading radio in his talk before the National Association of Radio and 
Television Broadcasters in Chicago last April, and at least two members of 
the Commission are becoming increasingly outspoken in their opinion that: 

(1) If radio rates are slashed any further, radio programing, public service 
efforts, and other functions in the public interest will suffer, and 

(2) The single greatest reason for the willingness of NBC and CBS to bend 
toward advertiser pressure for lower rates is that the webs are dependent to 
a great degree for business for both television and radio, from the same group 
of major advertisers 

Thus, the reasoning is, if the radio networks and television networks were 
owned by different firms, the people running the radio networks only would put 
up a much stronger fight against advertiser pressure for lower rates, and would 
take far more aggressive steps to program radio so that it could withstand TV 
competition more effectively. 

Trade observers, within and outside the FCC, indicate that the networks are 
aware of this thinking on the FCC’s part. They point to the sudden decision 
on the part of NBC to reintegrate radio and TV operations under single de- 
partmental heads, and the rumored move in the same direction on the part of 
CBS—see separate story. They claim that this reversal of operational procedure 
back to integration is dictated, at least in part, by the web’s realization the FCC 
may move against single ownership of both media. The recent talk about the 
possibility that the webs may establish a single rate for radio and television 
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combined is also attributed in part to the web's realization that the FCC is eyeing 
their “downgrade radio” efforts. 

These trade observers reason that if the webs are able to achieve total rein- 
tegration of operations, and sef up a sales structure wherein radio and TV are 
sold in combination for a single rate, they—the webs—will have a strong case 
against any future FCC effort to force the webs to divest themselves of ownership 
of either radio or TV. 

“What do you mean, two operations?” the webs will be able to say to the FCC, 
‘Our radio and television operations are obviously a single integrated business.” 

There is no doubt that the NBC reintegration move is dictated in part by a 
desire to achieve a more efficient operation, as well as to effect personnel and 
operating economies, but some key observers insist that the concern over the FCC 
move against single ownership is at least in part responsible for the reintegra- 
tion. Effort comes not too long after NBC split radio and TV operations down 
the middle, on the basis of a costly study by Booz, Allen & Hamilton, manage- 
ment consultants. 

There is no doubt either, that if radio rates are slashed considerably, not 
only the networks themselves, but their affiliates in many cases—and even- 
tually and inevitably all broadcasters—will find themselves unable to program 
public service and otherwise as effective as they have in the past. 


{June 4, 1952] 


NBC-TV “ALL-STAR” REVUE MAY FOLD; WON’T GO OUT ON 
A $5 MILLION LIMB 


Fate of the NBC—TV Saturday night ‘All-Star’ Revue will be resolved within 
the next few days, when the network will decide once and for all whether to 
call it quits permanently on the star-rotating program. 

Although NBC’s video program execs had an impressive talent roster tenta- 
tively lined up for the 1952-538 ride, including such newcomers as Maurice 
Chevalier, Harold Lloyd, Ritz Brothers, and Tallulah Bankhead, sponsorship 
trouble cropped up last week. 

Rather than risk going out on a limb on such a costly undertaking, NBC 
has decided, unless the matter is resolved this week with a preguaranty of $5 
million a year in billings, to forget the whole thing and open up Saturday 8 to 9 
for half-hour single-sponsor programs. 

Initial snag arose when Snow Crop served notice it was canceling out. On top 
of that, further client trouble developed with Kellogg, which has been balking at 


Pe 


the firm 52-week commitment insisied upon by NBC. If Kellogg refuses to 
come back on NBC’s terms—and the network wants an answer this week 
that would leave only Pet Milk to underwrite the costly hour showcase. NBC 
isn’t willing to gamble on the possibility of two additional clients coming in at 
a later date, in view of the talent-production coin entailed. 

NBC is sorely pressed for desirable half-hour segments in which to install 
new programs, such as the Fred Allen “Two for the Money” stanza and other 
recent acquisitions. Web execs say the Saturday periods would help solve 
matters, 

Mr. Brown. We get to the point of what can be done. Two things 
can be done, I think. One is to pass a bill which will regulate the 
networks the same as radio stations are regulated now. It doesn’t 
have to go any further than that, because you find that the regulation 
of radio stations is pretty effective and has been very good. 

But we have a problem here. In Chicago I talked to Ampex, and 
Ampex is a firm owned by Bing Crosby, which has done a considerable 
amount of development in the spectrum of taking a television picture 
and putting it on magnetic tape instead of a motion picture film. 
That system is going to be very cheap to produce a copy of a given 
program and it will be very quick. There is no development. You 
merely record it on the tape, and you can show the picture just as fast 
as you can run the tape through. . 
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With that service, we will find that it might be possible for a spon- 
sor who spends $100,000 or $150,000 for a show to say to UHF sta- 
tions, “How about negotiating with us in rebroadcasting this 
program ¢” 

Rebroadcasting in radio has been a very interesting thing. We 
find that there is a terrific demand for rebroadcasting, but we find 
that the Communications Act is so set up that the Federal Com- 
munications Commission has been reluctant to allow rebroadcasting’ 
to actually grow. They claim that the law states that we must get 
permission of the originating station to rebroadcast a sponsor’s pro- 
gram, and even though the originating station doesn’t have any money 
invested in the program, and the sponsor may want to rebroadcast 
it on our station, we still have to go back to the originating station 
and get permission. The result is that he refuses. It restrains com- 
merce between myself and the sponsor who would like to present his 
show a second time in the area to attract more listeners to his original 
investment in the show. 

Surveys on rebroadcasting clearly point out that rebroadcasting 
in the same area is not only in the public interest, but is an absolute 
necessity if sponsors are to continue to produce high quality radio 
programs costing from $5,000 to $25,000 per week. 

1. WSAY has for some years been keenly interested in the results 
of rebroadcasting wherever it was done, especially the public interest 
aspect of it, and has made special investigations into the need for 
rebroadcasting with the assistance of radio and TV’s two greatest 
survey organizations, Hooper and Pulse, Inc. 

2. WSAY wishes to call attention to a few of the facts contained in 
a rebroadcasting survey made in the latter months of 1949, a time 
when radio listening was the highest it ever attained, just prior to the 
inroads of television. On page 2 of the first section of this survey 
entitled “Rebroadcasting,” it was found that all commercial radio 
programs of all four major network programs, on an average, were 
heard by only 2.74 percent of the radio listeners in the United States, 
when these programs were broadcast only once over the air by the 
sponsors, through the coast-to-coast networks. 

Now, mind you, that was prior to the inroads of television, and this 
was all the programs broadcast over the networks. 

It being a fact the 97.26 percent of the radio listening audience of 
this country which did not hear these programs during their first 
broadcast, would be potential new listeners for the average sponsor’s 
program that was rebroadcast for the second time and to rebroadcast 
these programs would definitely be in the public interest. 

In fact, a rebroadcast of Jack Benny’s program brought 31 per- 
cent more listeners on the rebroadcast program than on the original 
broadcast, and a rebroadcast of Charlie McCarthy’s program brought 
25 percent more listeners on the rebroadcast program than on the 
original broadcast. 

3. Interesting recent facts on TV program duplication are brought 
out in the survey figures below, which surveys were made by Pulse, 
for New York TV stations in November 1952. 


4. New York City Pulse survey station WOR-TV. 
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Program: Duplication of same motion picture for 5 consecutive 
days, Monday through Friday. Time:7:30to9 p.m. Dates: Novem- 
ber 10, 11, 5, 6, 7, 1952. 


Percent of 





’ A verage 9 oh original 

Day rating | Showing |  provdecast 

| audience 

| 

a - — - ae ——— —|— eae 
SE eee eee eee ee kb ha dis peuntdyGadasdace } 7.0 8, bass 100 
Tuesday - aa ° i on | hg gf ettote 67 
Wednesday ph odbbe te j Siadete | 5.2 | 3d__... 74 
Thursday peamnteganateolaliiaimuant sh cial | 4.1 | 4th a 
Friday 5.0 | 5th 71 


Above we find a rating for the original broadcast of 7 and the com- 
bined ratings of the + rebroadcasts of the same program of 19. 

Four rebroadcasts of the same program made it possible for 271 
percent more people to view the program than saw the original broad- 
cast of the program. 

Thus it 1s quite plain that everybody cannot be at their television 
set at the time some particular program goes on, so that a rebroadcast 
of a television show is definitely in the interest of the public and it is 
definitely in the interest of the sponsor who pays the high talent rate 
for that show. 

The fifth broadcast of the same show in the same area brought over 
71 = ent as many listeners as the original broadcast. 

New York City Pulse survey , Station WPIX program: Dupli- 
ait of same motion picture for 5 days of a week, Wednesday, 
Thursday, Friday, Monday, and Tuesday. Time: 7:30 to 9 p. m. 
Dates: November 5, 6, 7,10, 11, 1952. 


Percent of 
Average | . : | origin: ] 
Show 
rating howing | brosdeast 


| | audience 


Day 


cesthtnatnineitietainmpaneaemipamminmiaaty ‘ ~ ay \- o 
DACRE cnvedccndecdendénsesécescadsncedinas~qultidaktel 04 } GL. 2605 ctes | 85 
Tuesday... 3.7 | 5th 71 
Wedne sday 5.2 | 1st 100 
Thursday 4.1 | 2d | 79 
Friday 5.0 | 3d 96 


So it is quite clear that not only is rebroadcasting in an area once 
in the public interest, but this shows quite clearly that it can go five 
times and still be in the public interest. 

Above we find a rating for the original broadcast of 5.2 and the com- 
bined ratings of the 4 rebroadcasts of the same program of 17.2. 

Four rebroadcasts of the same program made it possible for 331 
percent more people to view the program than saw the original broad- 
cast of the program. 

The third broadcast of the same show in the same a brought over 
96 = ent as many listeners as the original broade: 

The WOR-TV survey clearly points out the ini ince of re- 
beoniidaas or reruns of programs in the same area, particularly in 
light of the fact that after the same program had been run over the 
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same station at the same time each evening for four consecutive eve- 
nings, the fifth rerun of the program brought 71 percent as many 
viewers as the original showing of the program. It would also no 
doubt be a fact that more viewers would have seen the program had 
the rerun of the program been at a different time on another station. 

The WPIX survey further substantiates the statements made re- 
garding WOR-TV reruns of programs. In this survey it will be 
noted that the third run of the program attracted 96 percent as many 
viewers on Friday as the original broadcast of the program brought on 
Wednesday and that the fourth run of the program on Monday at- 
“ acted 85 percent as many viewers as the original broadcast. 

The above surveys of WOR-TV and WPIX rebroadcasts point 
out t that even a fifth run of the same program brings substantial view- 
‘s and indicates beyond a doubt that rebroadcasting in the same area 
is eal only in the public interest, but that it is a definite necessity if 
many are to have an opportunity to hear or see the high quality pro- 
grams which are broadcast by sponsors and which cost millions of 

dollars to produce each week. 

9. Further recent investigation of rebroadcasting in Los Angeles 
and San Diego, Calif., is shown in the four following tabulations of 
the rebroadcast ae of the Jack Benny and Bergen-McCarthy pro- 
grams when rebroadcast in these areas by radio station KNX in Los 
Angeles and radio station KCPQ in San Diego. 

(The pulse surveys referred to are as follows :) 


10. Los ANGELES, CALIF. 
PULSE SURVEY ON REBROADCASTING 
Jack BENNY PROGRAM—STATION KNX 


Program: Jack Benny rebroadcast on the same day, in the same area, on the 
same station 

Times: 
Original broadcast—4 to 4: 30 p. m. 
Rebroadcast—9 : 30 to 10 p. m. 

Dates: Sundays, November 9 and December 7, 1952. 


Original broadcast Rebroadcast 


Percent of Percent of 
Rating homes using Time Rating homes using 
radio | radio 
4:00 p. m . 8. 00 25.5 | 9:30 p.m | 6.3 19.3 
4:15 p. m 8. 50 24.3 | 9:45 p. m ™ 6.5 18.5 
A veragt 8. 25 24.9 Average 6,4 18.9 
ANALYSIS 


In the case of the Jack Benny program in Los Angeles, the rebroadcast pro- 
gram was actually heard by 77.6 of the listeners that heard the original broad- 
cast. 

The original broadcast attracted 33.1 percent of the homes listening to radio 
while the rebroadcast attracted 33.9 percent of the homes listening to radio. 

This clearly points out that the rebroadcast was actually 102 percent as effec- 
tive as the original broadcast 
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It is interesting to note from the average ratings below at the time of the 
rebroadcast that the rebroadcast program attracted many more listeners than 
the first-run programs on any other station. In fact the rebroadcast program 
was 376 percent as effective as the average for the first-run programs on all of the 
other Los Angeles stations, 


Station: Rating | Station: Rating 
KECA ; ae | KHJ . 3.3 
KFAC__ 1.8 | KLAC 9 
KFI = - >t} KMPC J i6@ 
KFOX_- : 7 Other stations’ average tele Ee | 
KFWB_. 71 KNX bo eye etalon = eS 


11. Los ANGELES, CALIF. PULSE SURVEY ON RERROADCASTING BERGEN-MCCARTHY 
PROGRAM—STATION KNX 


Program: Bergen-McCarthy, rebroadcasting on the same day, in the same area, 
on the same station. 

Times: 
Original broadcast—5 to 5:30 p.m. Rebroadcast—9 to 9:30 p. m. 

Dates: Sundays, November 9 and December 7, 1952. 


Original broadcast Rebroadcast 
rime Percent of Percent of 
Rating homes using Time Rating homes using 
radio radio 
5p. m 7.00 22.3 | 9p.m 04ie 5.3 | 21.0 
6:15 p. m - 7. 50 22,3 | 9:15 p. m. e ‘ vs 5.5 | 20.0 
Average 7. 25 22.3 Average 5.4 20. 5 


ANALYSIS 


In the case of the Bergen-McCarthy program in Los Angeles, the rebroad- 
cast program was. actually heard by 74.4 of the listeners that heard the orig- 
inal broadcast. 

The original broadcast attracted 32.5 percent of the homes listening to radio 
while the rebroadcast attracted 26.3 percent of the homes listening to radio. 

This clearly points out that the rebroadcast was actually 80.9 percent as ef- 
fective as the original broadcast. 

It is interesting to note from the average ratings below at the time of the 
rebroacast that the rebroadcast program attracted many more listeners than 
the first-run programs on any other station. In fact, the rebroadcast program 
was 257 percent as effective as the average for the first-run programs on all 
of the other Los Angeles stations. 


Station: Rating | Station: Rating 
KECA_~_ Sibiebictidiedhe ee KHJ__ : Sins cemnanibbaithanipiiddass MG 
KFAC . a 2.4 | KLAC sata ibis 1.2 
KFI sibel _. 4.2] KMPC SS . ne 
KFOX - anal wae | Other stations’ average_ a 
KFWB Ascii a |) a ee : eG 
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San Dreco, CALIF. 
PULSE SURVEY ON REBROADCASTING 
JACK BENNY PROGRAM—STATION KCUQ 


Program: Jack Benny rebroadcast on the same day, in the same area, on the 
same station. 
Times: 
Original broadcast— 4 to 4:30 p. m. 
Rebroadcast—9: 30 to 10 p. m. 
Dates: Sundays, May 4 and June 1, 1952. 


| 





Original broadcast Rebroadcast 
Time » | 
Percent of | | Percent of 
Rating homes using | Time Rating | homes using 
radio radio 
COODR. . inwctinetiniadetehes 9.0 | BAD | O20 By Diadocsenne cecswes | 9.5 20.5 
4:15 p. m_.-. onditcen 8.8 28.3 | 9:45 p. m.. ee nee 9.3 19.5 
ee 8.9 | 28.8 AWATOGR dccavesien | 9.4 20.0 
| 
ANALYSIS 


In the case of the Jack Benny program, the rebroadcast program was actually 
heard by 6 percent more listeners than heard the original program. 

It has often been said that rebroadcasts are more successful on the west coast 
because of the change in time; however this is not true because there were 44 
percent more homes using their radios during the original broadcast at 4 p. m. 
than there were using their radios during the time of the rebroadcast at 
9:30 p. m. 

The original broadcast attracted 31 percent of the homes listening to radio 
while the rebroadcast attracted 42 percent of the homes listening to radio. 

This clearly points out that the rebroadcast was actually over 35 percent more 
effective than the original broadcast. 

It is interesting to note from the average ratings below at the time of the 
rebroadcast that the rebroadcast program attracted many more listeners than 
the first-run programs on any other station. In fact the rebroadcast program 
was 482 percent as effective as the average for the first-run programs on all 
of the other San Diego stations. 


Station: Rating | Station: Rating 
et ea el ee 0.3 BO oh a teil a 0.4 
Bik ik inch btn 2.4 ROO use bee eis 5 
BPSD ii iscintitbewlhinda 3.5 Other stations’ average___.-__ 1.7 
OU Bese te de tisaninbie 2.9 ORG hh en hn 8.2 
i cess tnsnininidveatinenaiesebicinaicchagtnnstal 2.0 
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13. San Dieco, Cauir. 
PULSE SURVEY ON REBROADCASTING BERGEN-MCCARTHY PROGRAM—STATION KCPQ 


Program: Bergen-McCarthy rebroadcast on the same day, in the same area, on 
the same station. 

Time: Original broadcast—5 to 5:30 p.m. Rebroadcast—9 to 9:30 p. m. 

Dates: Sundays, May 4 and June 1, 1952. 

















Original broadcast Rebroadcast 
ng | 
Time | Percent of | Percent of 
Rating | homes using | Time Rating homes using 
radio | | | radio 

bata | sd hit tiepelticobluitembei —seapatnesie 
B Di Mh cscoudbensebesukas 7.8 30.8 | 9 p. m...... . 9.5 23.5 
BR BUR ictenetedenk au 3.0 30.3 | OY hea aa AS 9.3 22.8 
lst Daiiadieettsich itil A jalan dhl aici heseuySadiclgeestig 
Average. ....-.-.--| 7.9 30. 6 | Average......... 9.4 23.2 


ANALYSIS 


In the case of the Bergen-McCarthy program, the rebroadcast program was 
actually heard by 22 percent more listeners than heard the original program. 

It has often been said that rebroadcasts are more successful on the west coast 
because of the time change; however, this is not true, as shown here, because 
there were 32 percent more homes using their radios during the original broad- 
cast at 5 p. m. than there were using their radios during the time of the rebroad- 
cast at 9 p. m. 

The original broadcast attracted 26 percent of the people listening to radio 
while the rebroadcast attracted 41 percent of the people listening to radio. 

This clearly points out that the rebroadcast was actually 58 percent more 
effective than the original broadcast. 

It is interesting to note from the average ratings below at the time of the 
rebroadcast that the rebroadcast programs attracted many more listeners than 
the first-run programs on any other station. In fact the rebroadcast program 
was 470 percent as effective as the average for the first-run programs on all 
of the other San Diego stations. 


Station: Rating | Station: Rating 
a oe ee ee re a 0.5 eee islam thea icladaptces 0.7 
Ree eh se 2.4 MASON ui eta Js 8 4 
ie we ctiebs steak 8.9 Other stations’ avers rage ed 2.0 
Ti sincstesticibiicnetnacaiiestiaiais 3.9 ii iti ial 9.4 
Trick neta 2.2 


Mr. Brown. 14. The above surveys not only substantiate the fact 
that rebroadcasting in the same area is in the public interest, but that 
it is a definite convenience to the listeners, as well as an absolute neces- 
sity, if the listeners and viewers of this country are to get full benefit 
ames use of their public-domain radio and TV channels. 

To further point out the necessity for a fuller use of the high 
quale radio programing by rebroadcasting, much of which pro- 
graming is now being v asted, there is attached hereto as exhibit No. 2, 
: COPY of a letter which substantiates this fact, dated December 30, 

1952, from one of the country’s most eminent authorities on the listen- 
ers’ and viewers’ acceptance of radio and TV programing, Mr. Sydney 
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Roslow, director of research of The Pulse, Inc. This association is 
recognized by all in the industry as one of the foremost authorities 
on radio and TV audience survey research. In Mr. Roslow’s letter 
he states: 

We have always found that the second broadcast— 
referring to a rebroadcast— 
draws a substantial following. 

This authority also states: 


My own feeling is that since availability to the radio is one factor in audience 
size, the rebroadcast of significant programs is almost certain to obtain a good 
audience. This would make it possible for these unavailable listeners to hear 
such programs. 

it. Exhibit No. 3 attached hereto, gives the best available estimates, 
from a responsible source of the 1 adio and TV program costs for the 
past year, 1952. This exhibit is furnished for the purpose of conveying 
to the Commission how many millions of dollars of radio and TV 
programing are going to waste each week, because these programs are 
only heard by a very small percentage of the listeners or viewers and 
are not made available to them by rebroade: asting at other times when 
a would be able to hear or see them. 

Exhibit No. 3 is a reprint from the trade periodical Variety, 
esti iting the amount of money spent each week throughout 1952 to 
i953 by radio sponsors and advertisers, just for the production of 
their broadcasts, such as, production expenses, actors, musicians, writ- 
ers, royalties, free-lance directors, transportation, prizes, and so forth. 
These figures do not include the costs for commercial announcers, 
agency directors, agency commission or time charges. 

18. Sponsors or advertisers spent $868,400 per week on their radio 
programs and $2,484,455 per week on their TV programs alone, not 
including the program costs of commercial announcers, or agency 
directors. These sponsors have been, and are now being deprived of 
their property rights, as well as the full use of their own programs, 
by the misinterpretation of section 325 (a) of the act and the con- 
tinued refusal by WARC to allow WSAY to rebroadcast such spon- 
“ progr ms. 

The letter on the first page of exhibit No. 3 by Mr. George Rosen, 
ad at and TV editor of Variety. who is no doubt one of the best 
informed individuals on radio and TV, program statistics and show- 
manship, which letter describes the evolution of radio programing, 
is one of the greatest examples of clear thinking and careful factual 
analyzation of the situation. Mr. Rosen’s observations bear serious 
consideration and study if radio is to continue to best serve the public 
interest, convenience, and necessity. 

20. Attention is called to Mr. Rosen’s statement regarding 
the continued snowballing of TV talent-production fees and the decline of the 
high-budgeted network radio show. That there is no diminishing in the number 
of sponsored network radio programs, has a significance all its own, for it 
reveals the successful attempts to repattern the AM-program structures, with 
their modified price tags, to meet the TV competition and evaluate programing 
to match the bankrolls of the advertiser who still finds network radio a vital and 
kicking medium in moving the product off the shelf. 

21. Exhibit No. 4 entitled, “Pricing TV Off the Market,” and ex- 
hibit No. 5 entitled, “Now Even Berle Is Singing the Cancellation 
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Blues,” are concrete examples of how the public suffers from the ina- 
bility of TV and radio to cope with the ever-increasing costs of 
programing. 

22. Radio and TV cannot continue to produce these costly programs 
for the sponsorship of advertisers when these programs reach such a 
small percentage of public, as when they are broadcast only once to 
the listeners and viewers. 

23. Attached hereto as exhibit No. 6 is a photocopy of an article 
appearing in the Billboard trade paper, entitled, “Pic Reruns Shape 
Up as Major Factor.” This article points to the fact that surveys show 
that the third run of a motion picture on WCBS-TV was seen by 
about three times as many people as saw the first and second runs of 
the same picture in the same area. It also points out the fact that 
reruns of popular programs in the same area attract a greater audi- 
ence than first runs of less popular programs. 

24. Exhibit No. 7 entitled, “Repeats, Discounts in Summer Plans,” 
clearly points out that to continue high-quality programing, rebroad- 
casts in the same area are an absolute necessity, if the program cost 
is to be warranted. These exhibits 4, 5, 6, and 7 also point out the 
public necessity for making these costly programs available to listen- 
ers when they can be at their sets to listen and view these high-quality 
sponsors’ programs. 

25. It is clear that the networks realize the above facts and they 
are fostering, and wherever possible using section 325 (a) as an in- 
strument whereby they are restraining the affiliated and independent 
radio and TV stations from negotiating with sponsors to rebroadcast 
the sponsors’ programs unless the negotiations and revenue come 
through the network on the network’s optioned station time. It defi- 
nitely is not the congressional intent of 325 (a) to allow such monop- 
olistic practices, which sections 309 (a), 314, 506, and 326 of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934 were designed to prohibit. 

26. High quality radio programming is without a doubt very costly 
to produce. Neither networks nor station licensees can afford to 
broadcast such expensive entertainment. Such programing must be, 
and is, paid for by sponsors or advertisers. This policy is what has 
made the American system of broadcasting the most outstanding in 
the world, as compared with the radio programing of other countries, 
which is much inferior to ours and for which radio set owners and the 
public pay taxes to produce this inferior type of radio entertainment. 

27. Sponsors and advertisers who pay for and originate our ex- 
cellent programing must sell their products in order to continue to 
produce expensive entertainment. In order to sell products the radio 
programs must be heard by a large number of potential purchasers. 
In order to reach a greater number of purchasers the sponsors’ pro- 
grams must be rebroadcast. Conclusive proof by the above surveys 
on rebroadeasting show that rebroadcasting will make it possible for 
several hundred percent more of our population to avail themselves 
of this excellent radio entertainment. Statistics show that sponsors 
are cutting their budgets on radio shows. If sponsors or advertisers 
can negotiate with individual radio stations for the rebroadcast of 
their programs without restraint, this fuller use of their programs 
will without a doubt discourage the trend of cutting their talent and 
production budget on their radio programs. 

48550—54——44 
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28. The better availability, better radio station programing, and 
the continued or better quality of radio programs broadcast, which 
rebroadcasting programs in the same area will afford the public, is 
definitely in their interest, convenience and necessity. 

29. After a careful study of the tremendous success of rebroad- 
casting in the few places where it has been done it is startling to be- 
lieve that so few people—on an average less than 3 percent—heard 
the major expensive radio programs when they were broadcast only 
once in an area, even in the winter months of 1949 prior to the com- 
petition of television, and how many more people—several hundred 
percent more than actually heard the original program—could and 
would have taken advantage of these high-quality programs, had 
the rebroadcasting of the programs been made available to them. 

30. Another factor in this problem is the fact that one network 
always arranges to put high quality sponsors’ programs in their 
schedule at times when other competing networks are broadcasting 
equally popular sponsored programs, thereby making it impossible 
for one listener or viewer to hear or see all 4 sponsors’ high quality 
and popular programs on the 4 major networks at the same time. 
Such programing is definitely not in the public interest but in this 
case the public is secondary. This situation is not the fault of the 
affiliated station because even though he is a licensee of the Federal 
Communications Commission, he has no control whatsoever over the 
majority of the programing on his station, which is scheduled by the 
networks. Exhibit No. 8, a photocopy of an article appearing in the 
April 1 copy of Variety, entitled “Du Mont in Repeat Formula,” 
clearly backs up the above statements. It is also significant to note that 
unless the right to rebroadcast sponsors’ programs who desire their 
programs rebroadcast, is made universal and a determination of the 
sponsors themselves, section 325 (a) could well shut out negotiations 
between affiliated or independent stations and sponsors, while at the 
same time opening the door for further monopoly by the networks of 
national advertising by giving the networks an exclusive right to 
negotiate with sponsors for the rebroadcast of their programs, at the 
exclusion of affiliated and independent stations to do the same. 

31. It is fantastic to believe, but it is a plain fact, that for the last 
25 years the radio public of the United States has been deprived of 
actually billions of listeners and viewers high quality program hours 
of the most expensive entertainment broadcast, because the radio net- 
works and certain affiliated stations such as WARC in Rochester, 
N. Y., have seen fit to purposely misinterpret section 325 (a) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, in such a way as to deprive radio 
advertisers of the property right in their own radio programs for 
which they spend millions of dollars each week. This restraint of 
rebroadcasting is just contrary to the intention of Congress, which 
specifically intended section 325 (a) of the act to protect the property 
right in the radio programs of those who paid the large sums to 
prepare and produce them, namely the sponsor. 

32. Many, including the affiliated and independent radio stations, 
the advertisers or sponsors, as well as the public, have suffered dama 
and restraint beyond any conceivable form of compensation, just 
cause a few in the radio industry set out to misuse the law so that 
they could monopolize, control the entire economic structure of the 
industry, and restrain the “preservation of competition in commerce,” 
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(sec. 314 of the Communications Act of 1934), as it relates to radio 
and television broadcasting. 


THE PUBLIC INTEREST ASPECT OF REBROADCASTING IN THE ROCHESTER AREA 
AND HOW IT RELATES TO THE FCC’S ORDER OF OCTOBER 30, 1952, INTER- 
PRETING REBROADCASTING 


33. The following facts are pointed out to show the great public 
interest in rebroadcasting and how this relates to the Commission’s 
determination set forth in statements contained in paragraph 13 of its 
order relative to the intent of the rebroadcast we 3825 (a) adopted 
October 29, 1952. 

A. Quoted from paragraph 13 of the FCC’s October 30, 1952, order: 


Whether requesting stations serve the same or different area as the station 
whose program they wish to rebroadcast. 


34. From the above language, it is clear that the Commission wishes 
to determine that the public interest, convenience and necessity would 
be served if the rebroadcasts were in the same area. To substantiate 
the fact that such rebroadcasts are in the public interest, and in fact 
a dire necessity, it is urged that the more recent facts pointed out 
above, as well as the facts contained in the Analysis of Rebroadcasting 
made by Gordon P. Brown, attached hereto as exhibit No. 1, be given 

careful consideration. In light of the fact that the survey entitled 
“Rebroadcasting” was made in the latter half of 1949, prior to the 
inroads of radio audiences by television, it is apparent that rebroad- 
casting would even be a greater public interest now that the radio 
listening audiences are distributed not only among the radio stations, 
ot sone the new television stations as well. 

For a more recent and local picture, it is pointed out that the 
leienl Rochester Pulse Surveys (based on the 1950 United States cen- 
sus which indicates that there are 3.3 people per household, including 
quasi-householders in the Monbester area) show that the sponsors’ 
programs broadcast over WARC and which were fed WARC by the 
ABC network, including all such sponsored programs which are re- 
ported in the Pulse survey for the months of October and November 
of 1952, that an average of only 2 percent of the Rochester listeners 
were able to hear these programs when they were broadcast only once 
over WARC and that 98 percent of the Rochester listeners did not, 
or were not able to hear these programs the first and only time they 
were broadcast to Rochester listeners over WARC. It certainly would 
be in the public interest to present by rebroadcast over WSAY, the 
higher quality group of these programs to the 98 percent of Rochester 
listeners who did not, or could not hear them the first and only time 
they were broadcast in the Rochester area. WSAY would make it a 
point to only rebroadcast those sponsors’ programs which WSAY 
knew as a lic ensee, were of the greatest public interest, and which 
would provide a “well-rounded program service” 


36. B. Quoted from paragr: ph 13 of the FCC’s October 30, 1952 
order 


whether the request is for permission to carry a simultaneous rebroadcast or 
to rebroadcast a program at some subsequent date, 


37. Such a situation is well taken care of by the economics of such 
a rebroadcast. It is evident that in most cases such rebroadcasts 








682 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


would be made at a later time. A sponsor would not pay for a re- 
broadcast which did not reach a fairly large group of listeners, thereby 
the question of public interest in the above situation would be con- 
trolled by the listeners themselves. 

38. It is further pointed out that WSAY as a licensee would at all 
times exercise its duty and right to determine the public interest, con- 
venience and necessity aspects of its programing. WSAY would have 
a greater opportunity to determine these factors of public interest, and 
much more so than WARC, or any other licensee who may be affiliated 
with a network. First, because WSAY does not have network option 
controls on its time. Second, because WSAY would know in most 
instances, except in simuleasting, what the program content was, prior 
to its rebroadcasting, as compared to the network affiliate, such as 
WARC, who has no knowledge whatsoever of the program content of 
the large number of programs fed to it by the network and broadcast 
over its facilities, until after the program has been heard by the 
listeners. 

39. It is important to consider that WARC’s night coverage based 
on FCC statistics is only 165 square miles, and that the Rochester 
metropolitan area consists of 673 square miles, therefore the signal of 
WARC, when it is broadcasting the sponsor’s original program, is 
covering less than 18 percent of the Rochester metropolitan area. 

40. WSAY’s night coverage based on FCC statistics at present. 
is 300 square miles, considerable more than that of WARC. It is 
clear that the rebroadcasts of sponsors’ programs over WSAY, in 
addition to being presented to the 98 percent of the people in the 
Rochester area who did not hear the original broadcast, will be made 
available for the first time to the people within the 135 square miles of 
the Rochester metropolitan area which actually is not covered by 
WARC. 

41. C. Quoting from paragraph 13 of the FCC’s October 30, 1952, 
order on rebroadcasting : 

Whether the program concerned has public-service aspects that make its wide 
disseminating to the public clearly desirable. 

42. A study of the surveys on rebroadcasting presented herein, in 
themselves are clear evidence of the public’s acceptance and listening 
response to rebroadcasting. This would particularly be the case in 
Rochester, N. Y., where less than 2 percent of the Rochester listeners 
were able to hear the more expensive and high quality sponsors’ 
programs when they were broadcast only once in the area over WARC, 
and particularly in light of the fact that WARC’s evening coverage 
of the Rochester metropolitan area is less than 18 percent of this area. 
WARC’s small coverage is such that many radio listeners in the area 
do not even have adequate coverage on the first broadcast of the higher 
quality programs. Proper and much more adequate coverage could 
be made available by the rebroadcasting over WSAY, of these pro- 
grams to the over 98 percent. of the radio listeners in the Rochester 
area who are unable to hear these programs when they are broadcast 
only once over WARC. 

43. If a program is not worth broadcasting so that “its wide dissemi- 
nating to the public is clearly desirable,” it is not worth placing on 
the air in the first place. Such a program in its original broadcast 
would not be in the public interest. 
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‘e- 44. As pointed out, rebroadcasting of a program allows and affords 
by better programing and control of the station’s re by a 
n- i licensee than the original broadcast of the program by, say, a network 
affiliate, such as WARC, in which case WARC is not aware of the 
aT fact whether the program is clearly desirable or whether it falls in 
n- the category of programs now being investigated by the House Inter- 
ve state and Foreign Commerce Committee. 
nd a 15. WARC has no idea of the sponsored program’s public-interest 
ed | value or content, fed to it by the network, until after the program has 
on reached the ears of the listeners which in most cases is too late. Such 
st a condition is not only true on WARC but on many other stations, 
or as pointed out by the hundreds of letters received by the House 
— Program Investigation Committee which is scrutinizing radio pro- 
of grams of licensees bordering on the obscene, or in poor taste. 
st. 46. WSAY, as a licensee, will, and will be better able to, perform 
he in the public interest through the medium of rebroadcasting. It is 
pointed out here that the provisions against censorship of radio pro- 
ed graming set up by Congress in section 326 of the act, and the require- 
eT ments of 309(a) of the ac t, makes the licensee the sole judge of what 
of should or should not be broadcast or rebroadcast over his own station 
‘3 and it also makes the licensee solely responsible to the Commission 
that such broadeast or rebroadcast, as well as the station policies, prac- 
wnt tices and overall operation, are in the public interest, convenience and 
is necessity. 
in 17. Testimony by the FCC Chairman, Mr. Walker, and the FCC 
he General Counsel, Mr. Benedict Cottone, before the committee of the 
de | House investigating radio and television programs on House Resolu- 
of tion 278, pages 472 to 488, clearly sustantiate the facts contained in 
by paragraph 45 and 46 above. 
18. It surely is not a privilege of WARC under the FCC's inter- 
5O. pretation of section 325 (a) to determine whether the rebroade -asting 
.” of any individual sponsor’s program, or of any or all sponsor’s pro- 
4 grams by WSAY, is or is not, in the public interest. 
e 
! REBROADCASTING 
in 
ng The tremendous advantages to national sponsors of rebroadcasting 
in their costly radio programs for a second time in a given area have 
ers in the past, been given very little consideration. 
rs” The networks wish to discourage this type of advertising on the part 
LC, of sponsors, because on the east coast the rebroadcasts of the programs 
ge | of sponsors using the network would have, in the majority of cases, 
ea. } to be placed on the network affiliated stations in nonnetwork optioned 
rea time, thus the rebroadcast business would not fall in the networks 
her ; category, but would fall in the category of direct business placed by 
uld : the station representatives on the network affiliated stations on non- 
ro- » network optioned time, or independent stations. 
ter ; The networks have attempted to scare sponsors and their agencies 
ast from considering rebroadcasting by telling them that rebroade: asting 
would involve a serious union proble m. This statement is absolute ly 
mi- ) false, and does not present any problem whatsoever to those who would 
on rebroadcast their programs. 
ast A careful study of the Rebroadcast Program Analysis of the Pa- 


cific Coast Hooper Ratings (copy attached) will point out the unusual 
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results and success of rebroadcasting, as well as the great advantages 
to those national sponsors who rebroadcast their programs. 

John Blair of Chicago, the representative of the Don Lee stations, 4 
was the first station representative to recognize the value of rebroad- 
casting when he placed a simultaneous rebroadcast of the Walter Win- 
chell show on the entire group of Don Lee stations, which rebroad- 
casting well compensated Mr. Blair, his stations, and, most of all, the 
sponsor. 

Analysis of the Pacific Rebroadcast Hooper Ratings will convince 
any sponsor or agency of the terrific value of rebroadcasting. 

It is as fantastic to assume that when a network program is broad- 
cast once in a metropolitan area that all people owning radio sets in 
that area hear that program at that particular time, as it would be to 
think that a major movie by being shown once or for a week in one 
theater that that picture has no value when it was shown as second, 
third, fourth, fifth, and so on, runs in the same community. A quick 
glance at any Hooper tells the broadcasting industry better. 

A 1949 Hooper radio listening survey for the entire United States 
on all of the commercial radio programs of all of the four major net- 
works including the NBC, CBS, ABC, and Mutual, definitely shows 
on an average only 2.74 percent of the radio listeners in the United 
States hear the network programs when they broadcast only once 
over the air by the networks. This means that 97.26 percent of the 
listening audience of this country would be potential new. listeners 
for the average radio prorgam that was rebroadcast for the second 
time. Even taking the highest rated network show in the country, 
which is well above the average, only 10 percent of the potential radio 
listeners hear the broadcast, while 90 percent of the radio listeners do 
not hear the program and they would be potential listeners for the 
rebroadcast of the program. 

In another survey, made during December 1949, of programs which 
were broadcast over the same station the second time, on the same day, 
the following ratings prove conclusively that programs rebroadcast 
the second time receive even greater ratings than the ratings for the 
first broadcast, as tabulated below. 














Ratings 4 
Program ‘ 7 E ¥ | ree Tey 
rigina 
broadcast Rebroadcast ia 
Charlie McCarthy... ia ioe bby 6s eicbinns 15.5 19. 4 
Jack Benny ---- ; ; ; 15.7 20.7 
| 


Charlie McCarthy and Jack Benny were rebroadcast on the full 
CBS west coast network. 

The above surveys were taken in 1949 at a time when radio listening 
was at its peak. Now with the inroads of television on radio listen- 
ing, rebroadcasting would have even greater advantages to national 
sponsors. 

The above factual data behooves every national radio sponsor, his 
advertising agency, every network affiliated station, independent sta- 
tion, and most of all the station representatives to pursue the tremen- 
dous advantages of this yet untapped reservoir of mutual gains. 

A simple campaign by the radio station representatives, as well as 
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the network affiliated and independent stations, to acquaint national 
agencies and sponsors with the facts regarding rebroadcasting, could 
not help but create millions of dollars of additional revenue for the 
radio industry, without in any way effecting the present revenue of 
the networks, or the network affiliated stations which stations could 
greatly supplement their present income through the medium of 
rebroadcasting. 


REBROADCAST PROGRAM ANALYSIS OF THE PACIFIC COAST HOOPER RATINGS 


Rebroadcast of Jack Benny program: 

1. Jack Benny’s original broadcast on CBS at 4 p. m. brought a 
rating of 15.7... Five and one-half hours later, at 9:30 p. m., on the 
same station, a rebroadcast of the program brought a rating of 20.7, 
an increase in rating of 5, or over 31 percent more than the original 
program. 

Rebroadcast of Charlie McCarthy’s program: 

2. Charlie McCarthy’s original broadcast on CBS at 5 p. m. brought 
a rating of 15.5. Three and one-half hours later, at 8:30 p. m. on 
the same station, a rebroadcast of the program brought a rating of 
19.4, an increase in the rating of 3.9, or over 25 percent more than the 
original program. 

Kven more amazing is the fact that this high rebroadcast rating 
was obtained in spite of the fact that the Charlie McCarthy rebroad- 
cast program was flanked at the exact same time (8:30 p.m.) by a 
rebroadcast of Walter Winchell on the ABC network, as well as the 
unusual situation of being flanked at the exact same time (8:30 p. m.) 
by a simultaneous rebroadcast of Walter Winchell and Louella Par- 
sons on the Don Lee network, a network other than the originating 
network. 

Here we find the clear-cut situation of where not only one network 
originating the program allows the rebroadcast of this same program 
on another competing network, but the rebroadcast is in direct com- 
retition with the rebroadcast on the originating network, since the re- 
broadest was a simultaneous rebroadcast. 

In spite of this terrific competition, flanking the rebroadcast of 
Charlie McCarthy on CBS at 8:30 p. m., which was the rebroadcast 
of Walter Winchell on the ABC network, as well as a simultaneous 
rebroadcast of Walter Winchell on the Don Lee Mutual network, 
even with this stiff competition the rebroadcast of Charlie McCarthy 
on CBS produced 25 percent more listeners than the original program 
when it was first broadcast on CBS at 5 p. m., which original broadcast 
was flanked by shows of very poor rating, such as a religious program 
on ABC, called This Thing Called Life, and a weak sustainer on 
DLBS “Mr. Feathers.” 

Rebroadcast of Walter Winchell program : 

3. Walter Winchell’s original broadcast on ABC at 6 p. m. brought 
arating of 17. Twoand one-half hours later, at 8: 30 p. m., a rebroad- 
cast on ABC (the same network) brought a rating of 4.7, a very good 
rating considering it was competing with a rebroadcast of Charlie 
McCarthy on CBS at the exact same time, as well as competing with 





1 Authority for all the above figures is the December, substantiated by the November, and 
October 1949, west coast ratings as shown in the Hooper pocket piece rating book. 
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itself (it’s own identical program) at this exact same time which was 
being rebroadcast on another network (the Don Lee network), and 
this same Walter Winchell rebroadcast program on Don Lee brought 
the high rating of 7 in direct competition to itself (a simultaneous 
rebroadcast ) on the ABC network at the exact same time (8:30 p.m.), 
as well as the rebroadcast of the Charlie McCarthy program on the 
CBS network. 

It is important to notice that the rebroadcast of Walter Winchell 
at 5:30 p,m. on the same network (ABC network) brought a rating 
of 4.7 while a rebroadcast at the same time and under identical con- 
ditions (a simultaneous rebroadcast), brought a rating of 7 on the 
Don Lee network, which did not originate the program. <A study of 
this tends to prove that the rating of a rebroadcast program would 
be higher on a station or network which did not originate the first 
broadcast of the program. 

It is quite apparent that had the rebroadcast of Walter Winchell 
been placed opposite programs of the same insignificance as those 
flanking the original broadcast and not opposite the competition of 
itself duplicated on another network, as well as Charlie McCarthy 
on the CBS network, that the first rebroadcast as well as even the 
second rebroadcast might have surpassed the original broadcast in 
rating. 

Rebroadcast of Louella Parsons program : 

4. Louella Parsons original broadcast on ABC at 6:15 p. m. 
brought a rating of 11.7. Tvo and one-half hours later, at 8:45 p. m., 
on the Don Lee network, a rebroadcast of Louella Parsons brought the 
rating of 5.1, an exceptional rating for a rebroadcast of that program, 
considering that it was flanked at the exact same time by the rebroad- 
cast of the Charlie McCarthy program on CBS. 


OVERALL ANALYSIS 


A careful study of the December Hooper ratings for the Pacific 
coast conclusively proves the value of rebroadcasting to the sponsors 
of these programs and a study of the October and November Hooper 
ratings conclusively substantiates all the facts enumerated above. 

This analysis appears to be definite evidence that a more general 
use of rebroadcasting would be the incentive for sponsors to continue 
to produce high-quality programs, and last but not least, rebroad- 
casting can and will be the medium for the placing of millicns of 
dollars more of business in the Aural radio industry, without in any 
way injuring or affecting any phase of the existing business or 
industry. 

It appears that this rebroadcasting on the west coast is the first 
extensive rebroadcasting done in the United States. It is also noted 
that there is considerable more unsponsored network time available 
on the stations on the west coast. Naturally, the networks are not 
anxious to foster rebroadcasting in the East because most of this re- 
broadeasting would have to be done on time not optioned and con- 
trolled by the networks, therefore, the revenue of rebroadcasting pro- 
grams in the East would not be network revenue but it would be spot 
revenue direct to the stations. 

It must be remembered that these rebroadcast Hooper ratings are 
for the latter part of 1949, a time when television had not reached a 
factor to be considered. Naturally, rebroadcasting of radio programs 
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now would be much more valuable due to the television competition 
at the times of the original radio broadcasts. 

The Commission says under a ruling—which I was some 314 years 
getting out of the Commission—that we must still get permission from 
the originating station. 

So we went to the originating station as defined by the Commission, 
and we asked them for permission to rebroadcast a sponsor’s program. 
Here is what we asked for, and it is entitled at the top “Request of 
Station WSAY To Rebroadeast the Signal of Radio Station ——.” 

It reads as follows: 

WSAY, herewith, pursuant to the FCC interpretation of section 325 (a), of 
the Communications Act of 1984, requests permission of Station to re- 
broadeast the signal of that station, when the facilities of the station are hired 
or purchased, either directly by a sponsor, or sponsors, or their agencies, or in- 
directly through the facilities of a network, and when this signal of is 
broadcasting the program or programs of a sponsor or sponsors, which desire, 
or may desire, their programs rebroadcast by radio station WSAY; it being ex- 
pressly understood that Station - does not have any property right in the 
sponsor's programs, and thereby does not in this permission intend to convey 
any such property right to station WSAY. 

It is further understood that WSAY is not requesting, nor is Station 
herewith granting, any permission to rebroadcast the signal of , when it 
is broadcasting sustaining programs, the talent or transcription cost of which 
is paid for by the station, or a network furnishing the program material, and 
where on such programs, no major portion of the talent or transcription cost 
is defrayed or paid for, by any other person, corporation, or organization, which 
desires or may desire WSAY to rebroadcast their programs. 


All we are asking the station to do is to give us permission to re- 
broadcast that program which belongs to the sponsor. The Com 
mission has refused and we, as a result of the refusal of the station to 
allow us to rebroadcast this program have gone to the Commission 
and have cited their interpretation of section 325 (a), and we have 
asked that the Commission be told that they are not acting in the 
public interest in withholding these programs of the sponsor from 
our area for a second run, particularly when the sponsor is willing 
to pay my station to put his program on for the second time. We find 
that the Commission came back just a few days ago with an answer, 
and after this report which is—and this is only part of it—it consisted 
of, well, over 125 pages explaining the reasons from the public-interest 
standpoint for rebroadcasting and so forth, the Commission said, 
and here is what they said in effect—well, we are not going to do any- 
thing about it, because you did not ask for specific programs, 

In other words, the Commission wants me to go back to the radio 
station and ask him for every program on his station that I want to 
rebroadcast and go back to the Commission and ask again. 

Well, now, that i is absurd, first, because if I am allowed to rebroad- 

cast one sponsor's program, for anybody to say that I should not 
Leila ast another sponsor’s program is definitely censoring radio. 
In other words, if the station that I request from says “you, can re- 
broadcast that sponsor’s program, but you cannot rebroadcast this 
sponsor’s program,” that station is dictating to me what shall be broad- 
-ast over my station. 

So you consider this on a per-program basis, and it definitely puts 
the thing into the realm of censorship. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Brown, I have to remind you that I have to 
leave in a few minutes, and we do have another witness. 

Mr. Brown. How much time have I got? 
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Senator Porrer. You have had 45 minutes, more than any other 
person today. It is a very interesting subject, but I would like to get 
as much testimony today as we can on the problem that we are con- 
sidering on the matter of UHF, and I would be happy to have any- 
thing you care to submit. 

Mr. Brown. I do have something. I want to say this one thing 
that I think the Commission should recognize that rebroadcasting 1s 
in the public interest, that it should do something about it, so that the 
UHF station might go back and negotiate with sponsors and put these 
important programs on their television stations the same as I today 
can put them on radio stations. 

Senator Porrer. I think that deserves consideration. 

Mr. Brown. I think that covers that situation. 

There is one other statement. We are opposed to the Federal Com- 
munications Commission idea of booster stations. 

Statements taken from the FCC sixth report and order relative 
to a proposal of Gordon P. Brown, of radio station WSAY in 
Rochester, N. Y.: 

222. The Federal Broadcasting System, Inc., proposed that the Commission 
provide for the assignment of “satellite” or “booster” stations by means of the 
use of directional antennas. The purpose of the proposal would be to allow 
parties not financially interested in the dominant station to erect and operate a 
lower power television rebroadcast station at a high point above communities 
situated in valleys otherwise out of the range of the dominant station. 

223. The assignment plan contemplates the use of stations so removed from 
each other as to serve the greatest number of areas and persons and to keep 
the areas of interference between stations to a minimum. The indiscriminate 
use of “booster” or “satellite” stations in cities other than shown in the 
assignment table would defeat the aims of the plan. The Commission is of 
the opinion, however, that there may exist special cases where the carefully 
controlled utilization of such stations may be beneficial to the plan. How- 
ever, in view of the absence of adequate data in this record, the Federal 
Broadcasting System proposal must be denied. 

Now this proposal might help this area such as Senator Bowring 
brought up. In other words, you have a dominant station which is 
broadcasting a signal, and that signal would be picked up and rebroad- 
‘ast by a booster station and feed that particular area, There is 
one particular area sourth of Rochester, N. Y., which is in a valley, 
and doesn’t get service and never will get service from any of the 
existing television allocations, because of the fact that they are not 
able to reach that area, and this particular rebroadcasting service 
might be beneficial. 

If booster stations are allowed, the dominant station should not 
own them, but somebody in the particular community who is familiar 
with the community should own the booster station. 

I think that covers most of it. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your testimony. 

Mr. Brown. There is one other article I would like to get in, which 
is the number of television stations which should be owned by the 
network. It is a presentation to the Commission, and I think the 
networks are enough of a monopoly now without giving them the 
television stations to give them a greater monopoly. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you, Mr. Brown. We will make these 
other documents of yours part of the record, 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Brown is as follows :) 
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BerorE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Washington 25, D. C. 
In re Limit of TV stations which can be owned by a single entity 


Submitted by Gordon P. Brown, president, the Federal Broadcasting System, 
Inc., licensee radio station WSAY, Rochester, N. Y. 


COMMENTS 


The Federal Broadcasting System herewith comments on the FCC's proposal 
to extend the number of TV stations a single entity may own, the effect of mul- 
tiple ownership as it relates to the monopolistic control of both national adver- 
tisers, advertising budgets, as well as the serious control of public opinion and 
information channels by a few. 

1. The entire purpose and philosophy behind the Congress and Senate in the 
discussion and debate on the Radio Act of 1927 and later the Communications 
Act of 1934, which acts formulated the original Radio Commission later to be 
called the Federal Communications Congmission, was the control of the public’s 
radio channels and the prevention of monopoly or control by a few, of these 
powerful mediums of public information. In fact the act itself directs the 
Commission to protect radio from such monopolistic control was evidenced by the 
legislative history of the act of 1934 as quoted below. 


QUOTED.FROM PAGE 2881 OF THE 1927 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, DISCUSSION OF THE 
RADIO ACT OF 1927 AND THE DUTIES, OBLIGATIONS, AND FORMATION OF THE FORMER 
FEDERAL RADIO COMMISSION NOW KNOWN AS THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


“Mr, BroussarD. I desire to ask the Senator from Washington a question which 
has been suggested to me by the remarks made by the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
Pittman) and the questions asked by the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
Walsh). 

“T received this morning a telegram from Shreveport, La., signed by Mr. W. K. 
Ilenderson, who is a very wealthy man there, and who has a broadcasting station 
which he uses mostly to entertain his friends and to accommodate the public. 
I do not think he is making anything out of it. His telegram reads: 


“SHREVEPORT, La., January 31, 1927. 
“Hon. Epwin 8. Brovussarp, 
United States Senate: 


“Our Shreveport Times this morning carried headlines of 35 stations to be 
chained together. Just as I wired you the other day, chain stations will mo- 
nopolize and independent stations, such as we have at Shreveport, are practically 
done for. Hope you will give bill considerable study and stand for interest of 
others beyond Radio Corporation of America who control chain stations. Be- 
tween American Telephone & Telegraph Co. and Radio Corporation of America 
and other interests the independents are through. 

“°W. K. HENDERSON, 
“Owner, Radio Station KWKH. ’ 


“TI should like to have the Senator from Washington cover the suggestion 
contained in telegram, and if the bill does actually make this impossible, to 
make that known to the Senate. 

“Mr. Dit, I am very glad the Senator from Louisiana has asked the question. 
It gives me an opportunity to explain not only that but some things regarding 
what the Senator from Nevada said. 

“In the first place, under this bill chain broadcasting today, concerning which 
the writer of the telegram is concerned, is absolutely without regulation. We 
have no law today to handle the situation, and the various radio organizations, 
including the Radio Corporation of America and the American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co., are going ahead and building up the chain stations as they desire, 
without let or hindrance and without any restrictions, because the Secretary of 
Commerce has no power to interfere with them. Unless this proposed legislation 
shall be enacted they will continue to do so, and they will be able by chain- 
broadcasting methods practically to obliterate the independent small stations, 
as the man who wrote the telegram suggests. 
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“While the Conimission would have the power-under the general terms of the 
bill, the bill specifically sets out as one of the special powers of the Commission 
the right to make specific regulations for governing chain broadcasting. As to 
creating a monopoly of radio in this country, let me say that this bill absolutely 
protects the public, so far as it can protect them, by giving the Commission full 
power to refuse a license to anyone who it believes will not serve the public 
interest, convenience, or necessity. It specifically provides that any corporation 
guilty of monopoly shall not only not receive a license but that its license may 
be revoked and if after a corporation has received its license for a period of 3 
years it is then discovered and found to be guilty of monopoly, its license will 
be revoked. 

“In addition to that 

“Mr. Herein. Mr. President 

“Mr. Ditt. Just a moment. In addition to that, the bill contains a provision 
that no license may be transferred from one owner to another without the 
written consent of the Commission, and the Commission, of course, having the 
power to protect against a monopoly, must give such protection. 

“I wish to state further that the only way by which monopolies in the radio 
business can secure control of radio here, even for a limited period of time, 
will be by the Commission becoming servile to them. Power must be lodged 
somewhere, and I myself am unwilling to assume in advance that the Com- 
mission proposed to be created will be servile to the desires and demands of 
great corporations of this country.” 

2. The net effect of multiple ownership by a few powerful interests has been 
for these interests to finally own the largest and most powerful outlets in the 
largest and most densely populated cities and communities. Such effect has 
come about by the systematic purchase and sale of various radio and TV stations 
until these groups control the most important outlets in the country. In this, 
these monopolistic groups have been heretofore assisted by the Commission in 
that the Commission has sanctioned the purchase of one outlet even if it would 
exceed the limit of stations to be owned, allowing the monopolistic groups to 
later dispose of a less powerful outlet to bring the number of stations down to 
the maximum allowed. In so doing the Commission has already allowed over 
periods of time, the operation by one owner, of more stations than the maximum 
allowable under the rules. 

3. The Commission apparently feels that allowing the large powerful groups 
to own two additional UHF TV-.outlets will boost the cause of UHF, which cause 
needs boosting. This is a very laudable purpose but not at the expense of monop- 
oly. It is suggested that the Commission insist that at least 2 of the 5 now owned 
by these powerful groups be UHF TV stations and that the Commission order 
the disposal of 2 VHF stations by these groups with the right to purchase 2 UHF 
outlets, and the maximum of TV stations to be owned by any one nonnetwork 
entity shall not exceed a total of 5. Such a policy may give the end result de- 
sired by the Commission in attempting to assist the almost lost cause of the 
UHF TV broadcaster, many of which have already gone out of business. 

4. The multiple ownership of radio and TV stations by the network chains has 
made it impossible for other stations in these ownership areas to not only com- 
pete for the national advertising dollars but also for the local advertising dollars 
as well as public and program prestige, both of which are directly proportional 
to a station’s ability to broadcast the expensive and high quality programs paid 
for by the national advertisers. These network chains who virtually control all 
program production, the advertisers’ budgets, as well as the operation and finan- 
cial position of their affiliated stations, should not be allowed to own more than 
1 radio station and 1 TV station. It is urged that the Commission rule that any 
interstate network shall dispose of all its owned and controlled statious except 
1 in each category. 
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The national radio network chains with only their owned and operated stations 
control the public opinion and information channels of the country. Such a con 
dition in light of the dictates of Congress in the issue of monopoly as evidenced 
by the legislative history of the act bears careful consideration and bold action. 
It is a well-known fact that the networks not only control the operation and 
programing of their owned and operated stations, but the operation and pro- 
graming of other multiple-ownership groups, as well as hundreds of their affil- 
iated stations. Such control is exercised by the chains’ power of granting or 
refusing network affiliation contracts to such stations, thereby directly con- 
trolling the financial destiny of these stations in granting or denying these sta- 
tions the right to broadcast the high quality programs of the national advertisers 
which these network chains control. 

5. As of the writing of these comments, over 40 postthaw TV stations have 
surrendered their iicenses and all of these communities and people have been 
deprived of the TV service from these stations, basically because the network 
chain monopolies have refused to feed these outlets the programs of the national 
sponsors. 

Therefore, in light of considerable personal experience with these monopolistic 
groups, I beg that your Commission give serious consideration to the above. 

Respectfully, 
GorRDON P. Brown, President. 

JANUARY 27, 1954 

(The tabulations and exhibits are as follows:) 


Commercial stations deleted—1947-52 
j AM FM TV 
Year | 7 . 
| Not on .. | Not on Not on 
On : ( t ) . 
n ar | air n air air On alr | air 
1947 4 31 0 35 0 0 
1948___ 6 | 47 s 124 0 2 
1949 27 42 45 172 0 13 
1950 18 | 25 81 | 41 } 0 2 
1951 17 | 21 63 12 0 l 
1952 11 | 12 47 1 0 0 
| | WETS + 
Potal 183 178 2244 385 | 0 318 


| Although a detailed check has not been made, it may be assumed that few, if any, of these 83 ‘‘on air” 
AM deletions were affiliated with major networks. 

2 Approximately 200 of these 244 deleted FM stations were operated jointly with AM stations. It is esti- 
mated that in the majority of such instances, the AM station was affiliated with a major network. In the 
case of deleted FM-only stations, none were affiliated with major networks, 

3 All TV deletions were VHF. 


Source 





Federal Communications Commission 
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Number and percent of AM broadcast stations reporting losses from broadcast 
operations segregated by stations serving as network outlets and those not 
serving as such outlets—1947-52 


’ Total AM | Reporting a loss 
Year | stations . eto 
| Teporting’ | Number | Percent 
1947 | | 

Total an) 1, 453 369 | 25. 4 
Network... we 987 170 17.2 
Nonnetwork . 466 199 | 42.7 

1948 

Total ssvees 1,813 581 32.0 
Network . 1, 096 259 23. 6 
Nonnetwork 717 322 44.9 

1949 | 

Total . | 2, 009 684 | 34.0 
Network . j 1, 088 267 | 24.5 
Nonnetwork 921 417 45.3 

1950 

Total 2, 131 527 | 24.7 
Network r 1, 151 203 17.6 
Nonnetwork diksseniaee 980 324 33. 1 

= — — =s = = 
1951: 

Total 2, 188 519 | 23.7 
Network 7 1, 135 189 16. 7 
Nonnetwork _. 1, 053 330 | 31.3 

1952:2 ' sim 

Total : i 2, 276 362 15.9 
Network 1, 158 129 | 11.1 
Nonnetwork _. : | 1,118 233 | 20.8 


' 


1 Excludes ‘‘key”’ stations of the 4 nationwide networks as follows: 1947-48, 11; 1949-52, 12 
2 Based on preliminary reports. 


Source: Federal Communications Commission. 





Number and percent of FM-only broadcast stations reporting losses from 
broadcast operations—1948—52 


FM-only stations report- 


Number ing a loss 
Year operated sh ge ee S 3) 5 
FM only 
Number Percent 

1947 so uaind Sitennian 60 (4) (‘) 
1948 a s o- 89 86 96. 6 
1949 od ‘ be disaanbet 104 104 100.0 
Sc seacte a a ‘ a ak ‘ SO 76 95. 0 
1951 = 2 c 66 60 90.9 
19522 ‘ = ale 54 46! 85. 2 


Data not available. 
3 Based on preliminary reports. 


Norr.—Losing station information is restricted to F M-only stations, i. e., FM stations which were not 
operated in conjunction with AM stations in the same community. 
Source: Federal Communications Commission. 
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Exu1peiT No. 2 
THE PULSE INo. 
New York, N. Y., December 380, 1952. 
Mr. Gorpon P. Brown, 
WSAY, Rochester, N. Y. 


Drak Mr. Brown: In answer to your inquiry of December 16, we have observed 
in our surveys on the west coast a definite and strong following in rebroadcast 
radio programs, I refer to the west coast, because this is the only area where we 
have surveyed the audiences to such programs. For example, the Jack Benny 
program which is originally broadcast at 4 p. m. is rebroadcast later in the 
evening. We have always found that the second broadcast draws a substantial 
following. 

My own feeling is that since availability to the radio is one factor in audience 
size, the rebroadcast of significant programs is almost certain to obtain a good 
audience. This would make it possible for these unavailable listeners to hear 
such prograins. 

Cordially yours, 
Sypnry Ros.iow, Director. 





ExHIBIT No. 3 
VARIETY, 
New York 36, N. Y. 

This year’s Radio-TV talent cost charts as compiled exclusively by Variety 
have a significance far beyond the detailing of program price structures. In 
themselves, they reflect the changing trends in the AM-TV upheavel; the con- 
tinuing snowballing of TV talent-production fees and the decline of the high- 
budgeted network radio show. That there is no diminution in the number of 
sponsored network radio programs has a significance all its own, for it reveals 
the successful attempts to repattern the AM program structures, with their 
modified price tags, to meet the TV competition and evolve programing to match 
the bankrolis of the advertiser who still finds network radio a vital and kicking 
medium in moving the product off the shelf. 

A further perusal of the TV talent cost chart indicates that talent and produc- 
tion fees (particularly where unions are involved) are reaching new high levels, 
with programs in the $20,000-$25,000 bracket the norm today for a modest- 
budgeted display. How high they’ll go in 1953 is anybody’s guess. 

The annual talent cost charts are but one of the many “exclusives” in Variety, 
an added fillip to the week-to-week comprehensive coverage in Variety’s Radio-TV 
section of an industry where the patterns and the thinking are in a constant state 
of flux. To keep pace with the trends, Variety today, as always, is “must” 
reading. 

GrorRGE Rosen, 
Radio-TV HKditor. 





BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Docket No. 9808 


In the matter of amendment of sections 3,191, 3,291, 3,591, 3,655, and 3,790 of the 
Commission’s rules and regulations’ 


REPORT AND ORDER 


By the Commision: Commissioners Hyde and Jones not participating. 


This proceeding was instituted on October 5, 1950, by the adoption of a Notice 
of Proposed Rule Making, released October 6, 1950, which proposed the amend- 








2Sec. 3.655 was formerly sec. 3.691. The number was changed by the Sixth Report 
and Order in Docket No. 8736 et al. 
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ment of sections 3.191, 3.291, 3.591, 3.655, and 3.790 of the Commission’s Rules 
and Regulations to clarify these rules with respect to the meaning of the term 
originating station” in section 325 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, to 
resolve any possible conflict between section 325 (a) of the Communications 
Act of 1954 and the Commission’s rules against exclusivity, and to clarify the 
Commission’s rules with respect to the necessity for securing the consent of 
foreign broadcast stations under section 325 (a). 

Section 325 (a) provides in pertinent part : 

“* * * nor shall any broadcasting station rebroadcast the program or any part 
thereof of another broadcasting station without the express authority of the 
originating station.” 

This proceeding arose out of a controversy between televisions stations 
WJIM-—TY, Lansing, Mich., and WWJ-TYV, Detroit, Mich., the facts of which 
were set forth in the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, and need not be repeated 
here. Comments on the proposed amendment and clarification of the rules have 
been received from Hon. Harry R. Sheppard, Member of Congress ;’* television 
station WWJ-TV; the National Broadcasting Co., Inc.; the then National Asso- 
ciation of Broadcasters (now the National Association of Radio and Television 
Broadcasters) ; and Gordon P. Brown, general manager of radio station WSAY, 
Rochester, N. Y Gordon Brown, Hon. Harry R. Sheppard and American Broad- 
casting Co., Inc., also filed answers to the filed comments. Each of these 
expressions of views has been carefully considered, as well as the petition for 
declaratory ruling filed by WJIM-—-TV 

To decide the questions before us most expeditiously, we will say first that 
we do not believe section 325 (a) requires the consent of the originating station 
before the rebroadcast of the program of a foreign broadcast station. All who 
commented on this phase of the proceeding expressed the view that the extension 
of such protection would be desirab!e if on a mutual basis. A careful inspection 
of the relevant legislative history fails to provide any indication that Congress, 
in adopting section 325 (a), intended to afford protection to foreigh radio 
stations or gave any consideration to this question. In the absence of a treaty 
or other international agreement providing that consent shall be secured before 
the rebroadcast of the program of a foreign station, and in the absence of any 
indication that it was the intent of Congress to protect non-United States 
stations, we believe that section 325 (a) must be interpreted as requiring consent 
ouly when the program of a broadcast station subject to the provisions of the 
Communications Act of 1984 is to be rebroadcast. 

With the question thus limited, the problem remains with respect to the 
intent of section 325 (a) when one station wishes to pick up and rebroadcast the 
signal of another station which has in turn received the program from a third 
station and broadcast it as part of a network presentation. Section 325 (a) 
refers to “the originating station.” The comments which have beer filed in this 
proceeding construe that term in several different ways. One view is that the 
originating station, whose consent must be secured, means only the station 
whose signal is picked up and rebroadcast. Another interpretation is that 
section 325 (a) requires the consent only of the network station through the 
facilities of which the program is produced and first disseminated. <A third 
view is that while consent must be had from the station whose signal is picked 
up consent must also be secured from the network station supplying the program, 
in the case of a network broadcast. And, finally, it has been urged that section 
325 (a) was intended to require the consent of the person, sponsor, station, or 
wther party who bore the principal expense for preparing and producing the 
program. The theory of this latter view is that a program produced predomi- 
nantly at the expense of a sponsor or advertising agency is not the property of 
the station whose facilities are used to transmit the program. 

These views, as somewhat broadly restated above, present all of the possible 
interpretations of the statute. However, the suggestion that section 325 (a) 
be so interpreted as to require the consent only of the party who contributes the 
major share of the expense of producing the program, however appealing it 
might be as a matter of policy, requires, we believe not an interpretation of 
section 325 (a), but a revision of it. The statute refers only, and specifically, 
t» broadcast stations. Its revision, if desirable as a matter of policy, must be 
left to the Congress. 





Congressman Sheppard also filed an “Introduction of New Evidence,” for which a 
petition for rate acceptance was filed, and which has been considered. 
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We think section 325 (a) should be interpreted as providing that no program 
may be rebroadcast without the consent of the station whose radio signals are 
received, and transmitted either simultaneously or at a later time.” We base 
this opinion primarily upon the fact that the legislative history of the section, 
insofar as it is helpful here, indicates that Congress, while obviously not facing 
the problems which the subsequent rapid development of network broadcasting 
has created, intended the words “originating station” to be applicable solely 
to the station whose signal was received and rebroadcast. Section 825 (a) 
of the Communications Act of 1934 is identical with section 28 of the Radio Act 
of 1927 (44 Stat. 1172), where the prohibition against rebroadcasting first ap- 
peared as law. Prior to the adoption of section 28, the Fourth National Radio 
Conference which met in Washington in 1925, adopted the resolves of its com- 
mittees on operating regulations and legislation that rebroadcasting of programs 
should be prohibited “except with the permission of the originating station.” 
(See hearings on 8. 1 and 8. 1754 before the Senate Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, 69th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 71 and 85,‘) S. 1754, a predecessor bill to 
the Radio Act of 1927, which was introduced by Senator Dill, 69th Congress, 1st 
session, contained a section 13, which provided : 

“No station licensed under this act shall have the right to rebroadcast any 
radio energy or radio communications or signals transmitted by another station 
except by permission of the station from which the radio energy, communica- 
tions, or signals were originally broadcast or transmitted.” 

The Solicitor of the Department of Commerce testifying on S. 1754, stated that 
the section adopted a new principle and was “directed to the practice that has 
commenced to grow up by which one station simply picks out of the air the 
program of another station and rebroadcasts it. That is entirely a question of 
policy. It is one. that in no way affects [sic] the Department. It is, in other 
words, a recognition of the right of the originating station to control its programs 
after it has been thrown onto the air.” (Hearings on 8. 1754, supra, p. 120. 
H. R. 5589, 69th Cong., Ist sess., also contained a provision (sec. 15) in the 
terms of the present section 325 (a).) 

On the floor of the Senate, Senator Dill stated with respect to section 28 of 
H. R. 9971, the bill which was enacted as the Radio Act of 1927: 

“Mr. President, I may say to the Senator that the bill does not in any way 
define the terms ‘broadcasting’ and ‘rebroadcasting’ because they are terms which 
have grown up in the use of radio which are generally understood. 

“As to section 28, providing that no person, firm, or corporation shall rebroad- 
cast the material broadcast by a station without that station’s consent, it is, I 
think, a very necessary provision. Otherwise, we would have a broadcasting 
station spending a large amount of money to prepare and present a program as @ 
program from that station, and then under the modern methods of rebroadcasting, 
it could be picked up and broadcast from other stations, and particularly over 
the wired wireless, and money charged for listening to it. The provision 
referred to does not prevent rebroadcasting, ‘but it does require those who would 
rebroadcast to get permission from the original broadcaster. I do not think the 
construction placed upon the section by the gentlemen who sent the telegram is 
justified. Of course, he cannot rebroadcast it, but rebroadcasting is not publish 
ing. It has a generally understood meaning, namely, the reproduction by radio 
of the broadcasting waves.” (68 Congressional Record 2880.) [Emphasis 
supplied. ] 

It thus appears from the foregoing that Congress intended section 28 to require 
the consent of the station whose signal is received and retransmitted. It ap- 
pears that the purpose of the provision was to protect the rights of those having 
property rights in programs. At the time Congress acted upon the matter the 
beneficiary of his protection was normally the station whose broadcast signal 
was involved. But today the station whose signal is rebroadcast frequently 
does not own the property rights in the program. Indeed, none of the stations 
in a network may own the property rights in the program. Since section 325 





®See In the Matter of A. E. Newton (2 F. C. C. 281), which is in accord with this 
interpretation. 

* The Committee on Operating Regulations reported in part as follows: 

“The term ‘rebroadcasting’ was considered as referring to the interception by a broad- 
casting station of the program transmitted by another station and rebroadcasting the 
program transmitted from the originating station. It was pointed out that the program 
feature will ultimately become the most expensive part of a broadcasting station, and that 
it would be unjust for any station to intercept and rebroadcast programs from originating 
stations without permission.” 


48550—54——45 
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(a) does not purport to alter or define the property rights in program material. 
in some cases the consent given under the section may be of little value as author- 
ity for the rebroadcast of a program because of the station’s lack of right to 
give consent to a third party for the use of someone else’s property. To the 
extent that section 325 (a) may no longer accurately reflect present conditions 
or effectively carry out the original intent of Congress, the amendment of the 
section, or its repeal insofar as it pertains to rebroadcasts, is a matter requiring 
legislative action. 

The Commission’s notice of proposed rulemaking in this proceeding also raised 
the question of whether section 325 (a) endows network affiliates with power to 
prevent the rebroadcast of any network program in a substantially different 
area from that served by the affiliate. In this connection, the notice of pro- 
posed rulemaking suggested that the Commission’s rules relating to rebroad- 
casting might be amended to alleviate any possible conflict between any such 
grant of power and the policy enunciated in sections 3.102, 3.232, and 3.632 of 
the Commission’s rules and regulations directed against arrangements for ter- 
ritorial exclusivity, by requiring stations to file a written statement explain- 
ing the reasons for a refusal of permission to rebroadcast a program. © Where 
such refusal did not appear to be reasonably related to protecting property 
interests and other interests which section 325 (a) is intended to protect, the 
matter would be considered in relation to the qualifications of the station. 
None of the comments received was directed to this particular proposal for 
written statements. However, it has been suggested that the Commission’s 
chain-broadcasting regulations could not operate to require a station to permit 
the rebroadcast of its signal even by a station serving a substantially different 
area since the station has an independent property right in its broadcast signal 
which it is entitled to protect. 

We have stated our belief that section 325 (a) requires the consent of the 
station whose signal is rebroadcast, even in those cases where property rights 
in the program material may rest elsewhere. We do not know what the inten 
tion of Congress would be today with respect to requiring consent where only 
such rights as may exist in a station’s signal are concerned. But, even if there 
be the claimed property right in a broadcast signal, or if Congress would today 
wish to afford protection to the signal alone, it does not follow that section 325 
sanctions arbitrary refusals of consent for rebroadcasts on the part of network 
affiliates or other stations who may have the power or authority to give such 
consent. In our opinion, a station’s operation must be in the public interest in 
respect of its exercise of the power conferred by section 325 (a) as in other 
respects, and such powers cannot and were not intended to be used for the 
monopolistic purposes which the chain-broadcasting rules were intended to 
prevent. A refusal either by a network affiliate, or a nonnetwork station, to 
permit a rebroadcast where based upon no reasons at all, or upon unreason- 
able grounds, may well constitute conduct going to the qualifications of a 
licensee to operate in the public interest. So that we may be better able to 
inquire into such instances, we have determined to adopt the rule requiring 
an explanatory statement for each refusal of consent to rebroadcast. 

Since the Commission’s rules as presently constituted are consistent with 
the interpretation of section 325 (a) herein set forth, no other amendment of 
the rules is being adopted. 

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 4 (i), 303 (i). 
803 (r) and 325 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, sections 
3.191, 3.291, 3,591, 3,655 and 3.790 of the Commission’s rules and regulations are 
amended, effective July 1, 1952, by adding thereto as subsections 3.191 (f). 
8.291 (e), 3.591 (d), 3.655 (d), and 3.790 (d), respectively, the following: 

“Any station which refuses authority for the rebroadcast of a program broad 
cast by it, or any part thereof, shall file with the Commission within 10 days of 
such refusal a statement containing the following information: The station 
requesting authority for the rebroadcast; the date of the request; the program 
or programs, or parts thereof, for which authority to rebroadcast was requested : 
the date of refusal; the reason, or reasons, for denial of the request. A copy 
of the statement filed with the Commission shall also be sent to the station 
whose request has been denied.”’ 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
T. J. Stonre, Secretary. 

Adopted May 14, 1952. 

Released May 15, 1952. 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Docket No. YS8O0S 


In the matter of amendment of sections 3.191, 3.291, 3.591, 3.655, and 3.790 of the 
Commission’s rules and regulations 


MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER 


$y the Commission: (Commissioner Hyde concurring in part and issuing 
a statement) 

1. On May 14, 1952, the Commission adopted a report and order in the 
above-entitled proceeding (17 F. R. 4711) in which it set forth its interpretation 
of section 325 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, with respect 
to certain matters, and also adopted a new amendment to its rules and regula 
tions. 

2. Section 325 (a) provides in pertinent part:'“* * * nor shall any broad- 
casting station rebroadcast the program or any part thereof of another broad 
casting station without the express authority of the originating station.” 

3. As stated in the notice of proposed rulemaking issued herein on October 
5, 1950, this proceeding arose out of a controversy between two television stations 
concerning the meaning of the term “originating station” in section 325 (a), 
which raised questions of general interest which the Commission believed should 
be the subject of rulemaking. According, it was proposed to amend sections 
3.191, 3.291, 3.591, 3.655, and 3.790 of the Commission's rules and regulations to 
clarify these rules with respect to the meaning of the term “originating station” 
in section 325 (a) of the Communications Act; to resolve any possible conflict 
between section 325 (a) and the Commision’s rules against exclusivity, and to 
clarify the Commission’s rules with respect to the necessity for securing the 
consent of foreign broadcast stations under section 325 (a). 

4. In its report and order of May 14, 1952, the Commission, after considering 
the comments filed in response to the notice of October 5, 1950, set forth its 
interpretation of section 325 (a) in respect of the following matters: 

(1) In the absence of an applicable treaty, the statute does not require the 
consent of the originating station before the rebroadcast of the program of a 
foreign broadcast station. 

(2) The “originating station” is the station whose signal is received and 
transmitted, either simultaneously or at a later time. 

(3) The statute does not confer upon the originating station an arbitrary 
right to refuse consent for a rebroadcast, without regard to the nature of 
the interests sought to be protected by a refusal and its effect upon the public 
interest. In addition to these interpretations of section 325 (a), an amend- 
ment of the rules was adopted providing for a report to the Commission in each 
instance of a refusal to grant permission for a rebroadcast. 

5. Upon petitions seeking such relief, the Commission has twice postponed 
the effective date of the amendment to the rules for successive periods to, and 
including, October 31, 1952. 

6. Petitions have also been received from Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 
National Broadcasting Co., Inc., National Association of Radio & Television 
sroadcasters, and on behalf of stations KLOK, WKLO, KXRO, KLO, KING, 
KPQ, KPHO, WHEN, and WOW, seeking reconsideration of the report and 
order of May 14, 1952, and the amendments to the rules adopted on that date 
These petitions have been opposed by Hon. Harry R. Sheppard, and by Gordon 
P. Brown of radio station WSAY, Rochester, New York.’ 

7. The petitions for reconsideration do not seek reconsideration of the Com- 
mission’s determinations with respect to the need for consent from a foreign 


' The petition filed on October 9, 1952, on behalf of radio stations KLOK, WKLO, KXRO 
KLO KING, KPQ. KPHO, WHEN, and WOW has been considered only as it was directed 
to the amendments to the rules. It was not timely filed with respect to the interpretive 
aspects of the report and order (Communications Act of 1934, see. 405). Gordon Brown's 
petition in opposition, filed on October 23, 1952, was also filed too late for consideration 
as an opposition thereto since it was filed more than 10 days subsequent to the filing 
of the petition it opposed (sec. 1.730 of the rules and regulations). Gordon Brown's re 
quest, made in the same petition, that the Commission investigate an alleged conspiracy 
to restrain rebroadcasting, based upon an alleged unity of action in opposing the Commis 
mission's report and order herein, will be denied, since it is unsupported by facts sufficient 
to warrant an investigation. 
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station or the meaning of the term “originating station.” They do challenge 
the reporting requirement and the interpretation of the report and order with 
respect to the absolute right of a station to refuse consent for a rebroadcast. 

8. The Commission finds, upon reconsideration, that the amendments to its 
rules requiring a report in each instance of a denial of consent for a rebroad- 
cast are unnecessary. No facts have been presented to the Commission by 
those opposing the requirement concerning the probable extent of any possible 
burden which the reporting requirement might involve. Indeed, the report- 
ing rule as finally adopted on May 14, 1952, was in almost the identical language 
as that proposed in the notice of proposed rule making which has been adopted 
on October 5, 1950. Yet none of the instant petitioners or any other persons 
who filed comments addressed to the proposed rule raised any question con- 
cerning the burdens which are now alleged.” 

9. Nevertheless, we find that many situations may be resented in the day- 
to-day operation of stations which raise difficult but bona fide questions as to 
the applicability of our rule. Thus, a station may frequently have difficulty 
in deciding whether particular types of inquiries are requests for rebroadcating 
privileges, or whether responses to such inquiries setting forth conditions for 
granting rebroadcast consent constitute “refusals.” A station may thus act 
at its peril in failing to file a report which under a different interpretation 
of the circumstances involved might be deemed by the Commission to have been 
required under the rule. Moreover, an undeterminable number of requests to 
rebroadcast may involve situations which would not be thought to warrant a 
complaint or where a refusal would not be improper. We now recognize that 
these factors make it undesirable to deal with the problem by the rule adopted. 
Instead, the same purposes may be achieved by leaving it to the Commission to 
request explanatory statements from licensees in situations in which complaint 
is made by another licensee of an alleged refusal to permit a rebroadcast. The 
procedure in connection with such complaints would thus be similar to that 
followed in the case of other complaints. The amendments to the Commission’s 
rules and regulations adopted on May 14, 1952, will therefore be deleted. 

10. The petitions for reconsideration also argue, in substance, that section 
825(a) gives an absolute right of refusal, and that the Commission is legislat- 
ing, contrary to the intent of the statute, when it declares that the right to 
refuse consent for a rebroadcast is not absolute. It is said that a refusal to 
grant consent cannot be made a revolant consideration in determining whether 
a station has operated in the public interest. The oppositions to the petitions 
for reconsideration support the Commission’s previous interpretation of the 
statute. They also argue that the use of section 325(a) to prevent a station 
from carrying a sponsor’s program by means of a rebroadcast when the sponsor 
desires to have that station carry the program, involves a restraint of trade, 
and that rebroadcasts are valuable both to sponsors, independent stations, and 
the public. 

11. In the Report and Order of May 14, 1952 we set forth our interpretation 
of the meaning and purpose of section 325(a). We have carefully considered 
the comments received since the adoption of that report and order. They do 
not persuade us, however, that section 325(a) of the Communications Act was 
intended as a lonely exception to the general principle that every broadcasting 
station is licensed to serve the public interest and that every station is account- 


2Sec. 4 (a) of the Administrative Procedure Act requires “either the terms or sub- 
stance of the proposed rule or a description of the subjects and issues involved.’’ The 
Commission’s notice of proposed rulemaking, although directed chiefly to the problem of 
exclusivity, specifically stated: “Such an amendment [to the rules] might require that 
an originating station which refuses permission to rebroadcast a program file with the 
Commission and with the station requesting such permission a written statement describing 
the grounds and reasons for the refusal; * * * In view of the importance of the subject 
matter it is desired that interested persons be afforded an opportunity to present their 
views in the matter before the Commission issues final amendments to the above sections 
of the Commission's rules. To accomplish that purpose the instant rulemaking proceedings 
are being instituted.”” The comments received by the Commission in the petitions for re- 
consideration which were directed to the reporting requirement should have been fi'ed in 
response to the notice of proposed rulemaking. The burdens now claimed to result from 
the rule should have been as apparent to the petitioners when the rule was proposed as 
after it was adopted. Conceding that the final rule may have had a wider application than 
the proposal, its substance was exactly the same. It destroys the whole purpose of the 
Administrative Procedure Act requirement of notice to ignore a proposal because it is a 
“suggestion,” when that very purpose is to provide an opportunity to comment on proposed 
rules, which, by statutory requirement, can only be suggestions. There is no magic 
terminology in proposing a new rule so long as the purpose is clear. It was abundantly 
clear here. This problem is mentioned here because a great deal of effort and misunder- 
standing might have been avoided if the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule had 
been properly availed of by those who now comment adversely upon it. 
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able for such of its actions as affect that interest and the wider and more effi- 
cient use of the channels of interstate communications. We cannot, therefore, 
accept an interpretation of Section 825 (a) which reads into that section the 
creation of an absolute right unqualified in any respect by the duties and re 
sponsibilities of stations under other sections of the act. 

12. However, lest there be any misunderstanding, we wish to make clear 
that we have not said, and we are not saying, that legitimate property rights, 
recognized by law, may be freely appreciated by others through the mere device 
of demanding rebroadcast privileges. Moreover, we have not implied, nor are 
we implying, that many if not most, cases in which request to rebroadcast a 
station’s program is denied may not be justified under the circumstances there 
resented It is clear, however, that a licensee may abuse its right to refuse 
rebroadcast privileges, just as it may abuse other rights. The principle involved 
is not novel. Thus, a broadcast station has a right to decide who shall use 
its facilities and for what type of program, but not the right to act arbitrarily 
in this respect without due regard to the public interest in a well-rounded pro 
gram service. See, In the Matter of Rditorializing by Broadcast Licensees, 
1 (pt. 2) Pike & Fischer, R. R. p. 91: 201.) So too, even the holder of a copy- 
right or patent cannot use it to unreasonably deter competition. (See, e. g., 

13. We do not attempt here to define the scope and attributes of property 
interests in broadcast material which may legitimately be entitled to protection, 
Interstate Circuit vy. United States, 306 U. S. 208, at 230.) 
or the effect of the antitrust laws in this field. Nor do we seek to specify here 
the situations where such refusal is justified or where it is unjustified. Such 
determinations will obviously depend upon the facts of particular cases and 
upon an evaluation of such factors as whether licensees of stations, through 
express or implied agreements or understandings, act in concert with each 
other or with other interests in refusing rebroadcast requests, whether request- 
ing stations serve the same or a different area as the station whose program 
they wish to rebroadcast, whether the request is for permission to carry a 
simultaneous rebroadcast or to rebroadcast a program at some subsequent date, 
whether the requesting station has indicated a willingness to pay a reasonable 
share of the legitimate costs of the originating station, whether or not other 
persons having interests in the program have requested or agreed to the rebroad- 
cast, and whether the program concerned has public service aspects that make 
its wide disseminating to the public clearly desirable. 

14. Upon reconsideration, we believe, as above stated, that the reporting pro- 
visions which we adopted in our May 14, 1952, report are unnecessary and may 
be deleted. We believe that the interpreation of section 325(a) of the Com 
munications Act therein announced is correct and should be affirmed. 

15. Accordingly, If Is ORpreRED that the amendments to section 3.191, 3.291, 
3.591, 3.655 and 3.790 of the Commission’s rules and regulations adopted on 
May 14, 1952, ARE HEREBY DELETED AND RESCINDED and the report in this matter 
adopted on May 14, 1952, is, in all other respects, AFFIRMED, and 

16. If IS FURTHER ORDERED, That the petition filed on October 23, 1952, by 
Gordon Brown requesting an investigation of an alleged conspiracy is DENIED, 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,’ 
T. J. Stowire,’ Secretary. 

Adopted: October 29, 19h2. 

Released: October 30, 1952. 





Nore 


A large portion of the factual data presented herein was prepared for the 
Federal Communications Commission in a complaint filed with this Commission 
by Radio Station WSAY against Radio Station WBBF in Rochester, N. Y. 
(formerly Radio Station WARC), which station still persists in preventing 
WSAY from rebroadcasting sponsors’ programs to the thousands of Rochester 
listeners who were unable to hear the first broadcast of these sponsors’ programs 
when it was broadcast only once in the area by WBBF, although these sponsors 
may desire to have their programs rebroadcast by WSAY. 

WBBF persists in using section 325 (a) of the Communications Act to restrain 
rebroadcasting just contrary to the congressional intent of the act itself. 





1T favor the reconsideration and deletion of the rule previously announced and concur 
in the opinion insofar as it accomplishes that purpose. 








700 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


In a recent decision by the FCC on May 21, 1954, the FCC states “the questions 
raised by petitioner with respect to rebroadcasting matters, and incorporated in 
the instant petitions by reference, presented only general allegations rather than 
specific facts concerning particular instances of refusal by a station to permit 
rebroadcasts of specific programs.” Such a decision by the FCC makes it 
imperative that Congress immediately restate its intent, to control monopoly 
and trade restraint, as'well as section 325 (a) of the act, by enacting a resolution 
similar to H. R. 10 which would so plainly word section 325 (a) so that the FCC 
could carry out the intent of this section of the act. 


Pacifiic program Hooperatings 
OCTOBER 1949 


| 





Program time ABC | CBS | DLBS 
| | 
OO Gs ocsedes Rating 9.1 ...| Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Sustainer offered (4-4:30). 
rating, 14.3. | Scattergood Baines; rating, 
5. 
5p. m_.. ..| Stop the Music; Old Gold; | Charlie McCarthy; Coca | Sustainer offered (5-5:30). 
rating, 4.3. Cola: rating, 11.0. | Mediation Board; rating, 
Stop the Music; Smith | | ae 
Bros.; rating, 3.7. j 
6p.m_.. Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Corliss Archer; Electric | Rating, 2.2. 
Frazer; rating, 9.5. Companies; rating, 5.4. 


Louella Parsons; Jergens; 
rating, 6.8. | 
8:30 p. m Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Charlie McCarthy; Coca- | Walter Winchell; Katser- 


Frazer; rating, 6.2. Cola; rating, 10.3. | Frazer; rating, 5.9. 
Sustainer offered (8:45-9). | Louella Parsons; rating, 3.7. 
Etchings in Music; rating, | 
2.1 | 
9:39 p.m Sustainer offered (9:30-1) Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Sustainer offered (9:30-10). 
Claremont Hotel Orchestra; rating, 17.3. Chicago Theater of the Air; 
rating, 3.2 rating, 1.2. 


NOVEMBER 1949 


Ce eee This Thing Called Life; | Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Rating 2.1. 
Institute of Religious rating, 17.3. 
Science; rating, 0.5. 
5p. m... .| Stop the Music; Old Gold; | Charlie McCarthy; Coca- | Sustainer offered (5-5:30). 
rating, 3.7. Cola; rating, 15.5. Mediation Board; rating, 1.3. 
Stop the Music; Smith | 
Brothers; rating, 7.4 
6p. m_-- -| Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Corliss Archer; electric com- | Sustainer offered (6-6:30). 
Frazier; rating, 14.6. panies; rating, 7.6. | Enchanted Hour; rating, 1.8. 
Louella Parsons; Jergens; 


rating, 10.5. | 


8:30 p. m.... Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Charlie McCarthy; Coca- | Walter Winchell; Kaiser- 
Frazer; rating, 5.4. Cola; rating, 20.4. } Frazer; rating, 7.0. 
Sustainer offered (8:45-9). | Louella Parsons; Jergens; 
Etchings in Music; rating, rating, 5.7. 
1.9. | 
9:30 p. m-_... Sustainer offered (9:30-10). Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Sustainer offered (9:30-10). 
Claremont Hotel Orchestra; rating, 17.6. Chicago Theater of the Air; 
rating, 5.0. | rating, 1.6. 


DECEMBER 1949 


4p. m_.. This Thing Called Life; | Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Sustainer offered (4—4:30). 
Institute of Religious Sci- rating, 15.7. Mr. Feathers; rating, 2.5. 
ence; rating, 0.8. 

5p. m.. Stop The Music; Old Gold; | Charlie McCarthy; Coca- | Sustainer offered (5-5:30). 
rating 4.2. Cola; rating, 15.5. | Mediation Board, rating, 2.3. 


Stop The Music; Smith 
Bros.; rating, 6.2. | 
6p. m-_. Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Corliss Archer; Electric | Rating, 1.0. 
Frazer; rating, 17.0 companies; rating, 8.7. 
Louella Parsons; Jergens; 
rating, 11.7. } 


8:30 p. m_..... Walter Winchell; Kaiser- | Charlie McCarthy; Coca- | Walter Winchell; Kaiser- 
Frazer; rating, 4.7. Cola; rating, 19.4. | Frazer; rating, 7.0. 
Sustainer offered (8:45-9) Louella Parsons; Jergens; 
| Etching In Music; rating, | rating, 5.1. 
2.2. | 
9:30 p. m...- Sustainer offered (9:30-10) - Jack Benny; Lucky Strike; | Sustainer offered (9:30-10). 
Claremont Hotel Orchestra; rating, 20.7. | Chicago Theater of the Air; 
rating, 3.3. } rating, 2.9. 


Source: Authority Hooper Pocket Piece 
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Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. Harold E. Fellows, 
president and chairman of the board, National Association of Radio 
and Television Broadcasters. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD E. FELLOWS, PRESIDENT AND CHAIRMAN 
OF THE BOARD, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RADIO AND TELE- 
VISION BROADCASTERS 


Mr. Fr.iows. The proper response, Mr. Chairman, is that I am 
happy to be here. 

My name is Harold E. Fellows. I am president and chairman of 
the board of the National Association of Radio and Television Broad- 
casters, which is located at 1771 N Street NW., Washington, D. C. 
[ have been the chief executive officer of this association for the past 
3 years. 

The NARTB is, as its name indicates, a business association com- 
prising in its acting and voting membership radio and television sta- 
tions, radio and television networks, and various nonvoting associate 
members who supply equipment, programs, and other services to the 
industry. Our association was organized 31 years ago and, until the 
idvent of television, dealt exclusively with radio broadcasting mat- 
ters. Three years ago the board of directors established television 
memberships, and since that time the association has been known as 
the NARTB (National Association of Radio and _ Television 
Broadcasters). 

Its television activities, however, preceded by many years the for- 
malization of television membership. In the beginning the major 
activities centered around engineering and technical phases. Today 
the association offers the industry comprehensive services relating to 
both radio and television. Under its auspices, conferences, panels, 
and study groups have been convened to give special attention to the 
current needs of television broadcasters, both UHF and VHF. 

The active association membership presently is made up of 1,133 
\M radio stations, 330 FM radio stations, 260 television stations, 2 
nationwide radio networks, and 4 nationwide television networks. 

The association has, in effect, three separate boards of directors. 
There is the radio board, which consis‘; of directors representing 

radio members, the television board, representing television members, 
and the overall joint board, consisting of the members of both the 
radio and the television boards. 

The objective of the association, as stated in its bylaws, is to “foster 
ind promote development of the arts of aural and visual broadcast 
in all of its forms; to protect its members in every lawful and proper 
manner from injustices and unjust exactions; to do all things neces- 
sary and proper to encourage and promote customs and practices 
which will strengthen and maintain the broadcasting industry to the 
end that it may best serve the public.” 
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I am here by direction of the television board of the association 
to offer to your committee a brief, factual report of the historical 
developments of the broadcasting industry in this country. Our 
television board feels that the hearing record would be incomplete 
without such a background presentation from our association. This 
testimony is offered in the spirit of the purpose for which the asso- 
ciation was founded and is intended to contribute not alone to the 
welfare of the television industry but, more importantly, to the re- 
‘ quirements of the American people for television service. 

The NARTB is dealing constantly with the various complex prob- 
lems of broadcasting in the interest of the association’s membership. 
Most of the facts that I will give you have been compiled from source 
material by the research and engineering departments of the associa- 
tion. Many of the statistics which I shall cite are derived from 
prepared tables attached as appendixes to my presentation. In the 
interest of brevity, Mr. Chairman, I will not read these, but I commend 
them to the attention of the committee members, and respectfully 
request that they be copied into the record as a part of my testimony. 

Senator Porrrr. Without objection they will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The statistics are as follows:) 


TABLE }.—Total AM station authorizations, 1934 through 1958, inclusive (as of 
dates shown) 


Numberof | Number of 
Year: authorizations | Year—Continued authorizations 
Jan. 1, 1934 a eile 591 | anly 20, 2006 .....cucnikentee 956 
ee 605 aan. 3, tent... ieceneeinteion 1, 004 
Gen 4; 26 ch eed 632 | Sem 1, FOET i S) ds 1, 520 
Ba. LOB i wt odhideni- dar 6S5 | wom. 13066... Locsosu ai 1, 762 
DO 1s Bee tniminnnnerdinkts 721 I NN i a ea 2, 127 
GE Bek ae Micrcinknteticiinaerateaadnbins 764 et, i i ih es eee 2, 234 
Rc Se che cilities cto 814 ND ie cnc coriecccucaneas age 
Pane GG) Teh ues a Sah SF a eS 2,408 
Juneile, Bees. i etcin 925 Jem. 2 200 Ga et edit Bee 
i eS eee 912 | al Taine ease cen et ies ancl CE 
ARE Be. Seinen 924 | AUP Bt mcituninmsedhmun 2, 686 


Source : Broadcasting Yearbook-Marketbook, 1954 (from FCC records). 
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TanLe III.—Statistics, by year, from 1945 through 1954 covering FCC processing 
of television applications, licenses, construction permits, and showing number 
of stations on air and authorizations 


June 30 
a ‘ ieee tet ae eae ian ht May 1, 
1954 
1945 | 1946 | 1947 | 1948 | 1949 | 1950 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 


Applications for new stations filed 


during year 0 7 13 353 8S 28 72 337 655 97 
Applications (pending 118 78 10 294 338 351 415 | 716 572 234 
Licensed 6 6 6 7 13 47 81 96 101 | 101 
Construction permit (on air) 5 | 122 57 58 26 12 97 | 276 
Construction permit (not on air) - 24 55 80 47 4 BS isackah S081 193 
CP’s surrendered 0 3 2 7 8 0 | 1 5 | 64 
Total on air 29 6 il 29 70 105 | 107] 108]! 198 | 377 
Total authorized 29 30 66 109 | 117 109 109 | 108 | 3 483 4 570 


1! Includes KM2XBD, Los Angeles, which began commercial operation May 6, 1948, under special 
authorization. Became KTSL under regular construction permit Oct. 9, 1950. Now is KNXT. 

2 Includes 3 experimental stations rendering program service 

3 Plus 17 noncommercial educational television stations 

‘ Plus 29 noncommercial educational television stations 


Source: FCO records 


TABLE IV.—Total television sets in use in the United States (estimates as of 
January 1) 





1946__ sean toes eniligittienimansials Te ee tn eat Bok ites cannes 10, 549, 000 
1947 adingvmdiaads vat ba ES TEE TI ~ 15,577, 000 
cree cin ds ck eedeeeteaee ee DR RE OR 21, 234, 000 
1949 cides tpi ales ict ins bg UE aT iin onesies caioeaeaciaeetedl 27, GUO, 000 
Fi sisis tacicttatsan meine 6, 00 000 14004 Kei cccepccesae 30, 000, 000 
1 Estimate as of May 15; source, FCC. 
Source: NBC research department. 
TasLe V.—Average TV operational expense 
ae S | Average Ratio of 
Year ——s of | expense per | expense to 
en | station | revenue 
| 
Percent 

1945 (2) 

1946 (?) 

1947 (? a! si 

1948 40 $310, 000 314.5 
1949 84 335, 714 188. 0 
1950 93 533, 333 98. 4 
1951 93 24, 731 71. 5 
1952 93 1, 049, 462 68. 1 
1953 92 1, 238, 848 65. 3 


| Prefreeze stations reporting, excluding owned and operated. 
2? Not available 


Source: FCC records 
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TasLE VI.—Average and/or median profit and loss, in dollars, and number of 
prefreeze TV stations showing profit or loss 


Profit stations Loss stations 


Year Median in- | 
Number come before 


stations . ot 
reporting ! Federal 


Number 
stations Median loss 
reporting ! 


taxes 

1945 ; d , () 

1946 (*) 

1947 (*) 

1948 . ‘ 40 § $212, 500 
1949 ‘ 85 3 159, 100 
1950 d . 53 $129, 200 | 53 88, 300 
1951 92 330, 000 14 (*) 

1952 94 450, 000 14 (*) 


1953 . 97 654, 000 ll (*) 


! Excluding network owned and operated stations in 1948 and 1949, all stations in other years 
* Not available. 

+ This is average loss per station because FCC did not determine median that year. 

«Not computed by FCC because of small number of stations involved 


Source: FCC data. 


Mr. Fetitows. At the present time nearly two-thirds of the families 
of this Nation own and use television sets. Extension of television 
service to more and more families and increased diversification in pro 
grams, are, I am sure, the mutual objectives of the industry, this com- 
mittee, the FCC, and the public itself. 

Here is the statement that was made on October 26, 1928: 

The recent advances in radio television threaten to create serious problems. 

That prophetic understatement was contained in the second annual 
report of the old Federal Radio Commission nearly 26 years ago. 

The problems under consideration by this committee can be related 
to historic difficulties that have attended the phenomenal development 
of broadcasting in this country. The bewildering complications at 
tendant to the development of television are not too dissimilar from 
situations which existed in radio—and a few references to the de- 
velopment of aural prosdéad as a service to the American people are 
pertinent. 

At the end of World War IT in 1945—some 23 years after commer 
cial radio was launched in this country—there were only 956 AM sta- 
tions on the air. In passing, it is interesting to note that radio once 
had a type of freeze of its own, although it was not known exactly by 
that name. 

During World War IT, the FCC suspended the licensing of new 
radio stations as an emergency measure. With the ending of the 
Government’s war restrictions, licensing of radio stations was resumed, 
and during the ensuing 9 years, the number of radio outlets nearly 
tripled. Today there are 2,686 AM radio stations. This is shown in 
tables I and IIT. 

In television, the freeze ended in the spring of 1952 with 108 stations 
on the air. As of June 1—a brief 2 years later—there were 377 tele- 
vision stations on the air. This is shown in table III. Let us compare, 
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for a moment, the growth rate of television with that in radio. Ina 
period of slightly more than 30 years radio has advanced to a place 
where it serves over 98 percent of the families in the country. In less 
than 9 years, television has developed with sufficient rapidity to serve 
63 percent of the families of the Nation. 

I believe it is fair to state that television’s growth would not have 
been so rapid and remarkable had not most of the early telecasters 
who risked capital in this new visual enterprise been thoroughly ex- 
perienced in the broadcast medium through long association with 
radio. Nor does this observation detract from the contribution that 
has been and is being made by manufacturers and others who invested 
in television as their first venture in the broadcast field. 

Federal Communications Commission data show that in 1948, the 
year the freeze was initiated, when there were 4 television networks 
and 50 television stations on the air, all networks and all stations re- 
ported a loss for the year. These total losses were almost $15 million. 
The Commission data segregates the network owned and operated 
station statistics from the rest of the industry. Ten of the fifty sta- 
tions on the air in 1948 were network owned and operated. The re- 
maining 40 television stations on the air were spending more than 3 
times as much to operate as they were taking in—the average operating 
ratio of expenses to revenue being 314.5 percent. The average annual 
loss for these 40 stations during 1948, as evidenced by Federal Com- 
munications Commission data, was $212,500. This is shown in tables 
V and VI. 

During 1949 a total of 84 stations—not owned or operated by the 
networks—were in operation. These 84 stations reported that their 
average ratio of expenses to income was 188 percent—the average tele- 
vision station was still paying out in operating expenses nearly twice 
the amount being taken in. Although approximately half of the 93 
stations were still losing money in 1950, the overall average operating 
ratio of all stations in this report was 98.4 percent—an average profit 
before taxes of 1.6 percent. 

It is safe to say that these pioneers in television broadcasting—as do 
pioneers in most risk investments—took considerable losses in the early 
days of their ventures, finally overcoming these losses, many of them, 
through increased circulation, a better product, and a better control 
of operating costs. 

If I understand properly, the major situation facing this commit- 
tee in its current deliberations deals particularly with the question of 
circulation. The caliber of programing, of course, is vitally impor- 
tant—not only programing locally originated, but that obtained 
through the two other major sources of supply—networks and films. 

With respect to films as a source of television programing, may I 
suggest that the committee thoroughly examine the present status and 
the potentialities for future developments in this area. They are, 
believe me, of great importance in all television broadcasting. 

Nevertheless, [ repeat, circulation would seem to be the key to the 
problem—and this is not without comparison to the development in 
radiobroadcasting. Radiobroadcasting revenues obtained through 
network affiliations have dropped sharply in the last 2 or 3 years. 
Despite this fact, for the past 15 years radio total industry revenue 
from time sales has increased every year as shown in table II, with the 
replacement dollar coming from the development of more local busi- 
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ness and so-called national spot business in which national advertisers 
buy locally on a selective system-by-station basis. : Ory 

The intriguing development here is the relation of radio stations 
growth to its audience growth. In the broadcasting business, many 
experts have been predicting for some years that radio had reached its 
maximum potential and that it was inevitable that many of the two 
thousand six hundred-odd station would go out of business. ‘This has 
not happened. Asa matter of fact, in the year just past, the Federal 
Communications Commission granted licenses for about 100 new AM 
stations. Last year more radio receivers were sold than had been sold 
in 1952. Although it appears that this year’s set sales will represent 
a decline over last year—not surprising, since similar declines are 
noted in other retail lines—there will still be sold more radio receivers 
than television receivers. It is apparent that the continuing and en- 
couraging sale of radio receivers and the continuing and increasing 
revenues enjoyed by the radio business indicate the trend one elec- 
tronics mass medium took after years of trial and error. 

It is recognized that this historic growth of radio broadcasting can- 
not be compared in all respects to the future we can anticipate for 
television since television is a much more expensive medium to build 
and to operate. Asa matter of fact, it requires about the same invest- 
ment to put a small radio station on the air today as it does to buy a 
single television camera chain—just one unit of equipment. Although 
we are dealing in costs that are not comparable, we are also dealing 
with revenues that are not comparable. Some television stations take 
in as much in a month as many small radio stations do in a full year’s 
operation. On the other hand, the annual operating expenses of a 
television station are many times those of a radio station. 

Radio has reached the saturation point because of a demand on the 
part of the public. Such ademand certainly exists in television and if 
there is one objective which should be constantly before us, it is to 
satisfy this demand. As the members of this committee know, it has 
been historically true that competition begets business. In the light 
of this age-old philosophy, it follows that American telecasters want 
and welcome expansion to a full maturity—expansion accomplished 
as rapidly as possible in an orderly and logical fashion. 

Now the National Association of Radio and Television Broadcasters 
is supported by all kinds of television broadcasters and thus can de- 
vote its efforts with single purpose to all kinds of television. The 
association recognizes, however, that in the final analysis there is only 
one kind of television; that which is seen. The public’s interest be- 
comes of moment at the point of reception, not at the point of trans- 
mission. I believe this to be a factor for all of us to keep in mind as 
we review briefly the historic development of the television industry 
in the United States. 

Let us consider an average commercial television station in the 
United States. It was probably started by a radio broadcaster who 
xpplied for and ceteal a license to operate a commercial television 
station. It became what is called a VHF station because at the time 
it went on the air the only portion of the spectrum allocated for regular 
commercial broadcasting, and for which equipment could. be pur- 
chased, was the very high frequency band. This average station 
initially invested approximately $540,000 to get on the air and it lost 
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money heavily for several years. As I have previously stated, this sta- 
tion lost $212,500 in 1948, as shown in table VI. 

In that year, the FCC imposed a freeze on new authorizations be- 
cause it decided that there were not available a sufficient number of 
VHF channels to assure a nationwide, diversified service, and it 
wanted to make a new study of propagation characteristics. Never- 
theless, in 1949, this average station lost $159,000. Finally, in 1950, 
if it was among the fortunate, it just about broke even. 

Then, by the end of 1951, 15 million families in the United States 
had invested billions of dollars in television receiving sets. They had 
done other interesting things. They had bought receiving antennas, 
soaring high over their housetops. They were sufliciently interested 
in this new medium to go out and reach for it if it could not reach 
them. 

And, at about this time, when most of the original television broad- 
casters were beginning to earn a profit, the FCC announced that the 
freeze was over and there were available for application some 1,800 
assignments: two-thirds of them in UHF and one-third of them in 
VHF, with certain reservations for noncommercial, educational 
stations. 

Today there are television receivers in the homes of 63 percent of 
the families of America. It has reached this impressive stature after 
8 years of operation. Radio, after more than 30 years, reaches listen- 
ers in 98 percent of the homes. But the story does not end there. 
Radio reaches most of its listeners with a choice of program sources, 
and the American people have come to expect a comparable oppor- 
tunity of selection as between programs in television as well. 

It is at this point that we face the real long-range issue of this hear- 
ing which is: what can be done by the industry, the people, and the 
Government to make possible a truly nationwide competitive television 
service, and this within the framework of our free-enterprise concept 
of broadcasting / 

The National Association of Radio and Television Broadcasters has 
no simple answers to suggest to this distinguished committee of the 
Senate. Our own long and careful study of all of the factors involved 
has convinced us that there is no tailormade panacea to cure all of the 
present and anticipated ills. 

On the other hand, we do believe there are certain important con- 
siderations which should be kept in focus as the problems are studied. 
These considerations are vital because they are the product of experi- 
ence, of technical development, and of managerial skill in the opera- 
tion of television. Let me set forth for you, if I may, several of these 
major considerations : 

1. The first objective is to extend a satisfactory television picture 
across the length and breadth of the country so that as many of the 
people as possible can be served by television. The second objective— 
and we are into this stage in many parts of the Nation—is to extend a 
multiple choice of television programs to as many of the Nation's 
citizens as is economically and technically feasible. © 

2. From the evidence we have at hand, both from the Government’s 
expert body—the FCC—and the experience of the industry, it will 
require both the VHF and UHF bands of the spectrum in order to 
provide desirable flexibility in matching television service with the 
varying locations and situations of the people. 








— we 


~~ 


LS 


d 


18 


STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 709 


As we know them today, the economic facts of life pertaining 
to television impose certain limitations on the ability of relatively 
small cities, and thinly populated areas to sustain a television opera- 
tion with the same degree of local service to which we have become 
accustomed in radio. 

4. It is axiomatic that where both UHF and VHF television sig- 
nals are utilized for transmission of programs to common areas, some 
means short of direct Government intervention must be found to 
encourage the manufacture and sale of all-channel television receivers 
to those listeners. In addition, ways and means must be found to make 
it more attractive and feasible for present VHF-only television own- 
ers residing in UHF-VHF-served areas to convert to all-channel re- 
ceiving sets. 

5. The earlier disparities separating and distinguishing VHF and 
UHF transmitting equipment are being equalized through technical 
development. 

6. Repeating the pattern traceable in the case of radio, there are 
already hopeful signs in television pointing to the development and 
practical utilization of additional television program sources to meet 
the critical requirements of television stations which cannot obtain, 
or do not choose to have, national network affiliation. Notable in this 

category are rapidly expanding competitive film library services, and 
the projected use of video tape. 

It was announced 2 weeks ago that I would make this appearance 
before your committee. I have had many telephone calls and letters 
from both UHF and VHF television broadcasters. Some of them 
urging the appearance; some of them suggesting that I should not 
appear, but the board of directors of the association determined that 
no good purpose would be served by an attitude on the part of the 
association that this was a contest between its members and between 
those television broadcasters operating in all frequencies who are 
not members of the association. 

Earlier in my statement, I used the term “pioneer” in referring to 
those who put the first television stations on the air in this country. 
The truth of the matter is that this industry even now is still in its 
pioneering stages of development—as witness the present difficult 
problems confronting many UHF licensees and some VHF licensees 
as well. We are also in asomewhat animated state of suspension with 
the promise of new technical developments in the future such as the 

rapid advance of color television which is now being made. 

One thing should be kept clearly in mind as we face these trying 
problems. In no sense are they an indictment of the development of 
television in this country. We must not lose sight of the fact that 
when television broadcast service was made available to the American 
people, the very high frequency band was the only technically proven 
space in the spectrum then available for television transmission. At 
that time, as indicated in the experimental designation applied to 
the ultra high frequency band, the practical use of this space in the 
spectrum was largely conjectural. 

There should be no recriminations nor post mortem regrets about 
the tremendous clamor on the part of the people for prompt and effec- 
tive television service when it became technically feasible. In fair- 
ness it seems unrealistic to derogate the actions of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission in proceeding as it did with its allocations 
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first in the very high frequency band, and then, as facts became known 
and service potentials available and evident, to add the ultra high 
frequency band with its promise of truly diversified program choices 
to the public. 

Our responsibilities to the people now indicate that we should 
combine our voluntary contributions of know-how and planning to 
resolve the two really outstanding problems before us, namely, secur- 
ing more adequate and attractive program service for all television 
stations to garner larger listening audiences, and seeking to reach 
the optimum of all-channel television receivers in the hands of the 
public. 

This association will be pleased to join with all interested parties 
representative of the people, the industry, and the Government in 
conferences looking toward united voluntary action to the end that 
something of real value can be done to extend competitive television 
service, and to meet the genuine plight of television broadcasters who 
face near-impossib\e odds in their struggle to survive this transitional 
period. 

I wish to thank the members of this committee for your courtesy 
in affording me this opportunity to appear and present this state- 
ment. If the association can be of any further assistance to you 
in your deliberacions we will be pleased to respond in every way 
possible. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. It is a good statement. Do you 
have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrina. No questions. 

Senator Porrer. The committee will be in recess until 9:30 tomor- 
row morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4: 52 p. m., the committee took a recess until tomor- 
row, Thursday, June 17, 1954, at 9:30 a. m.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 17, 1954 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SuscoMMIt1TEE No. 2 oN COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:40 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Potter, Schoeppel, Bowring, and Hunt. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk, and Nick Zapple, 
counsel for the subcommittee. 

Senator Porrrer. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The first witness today, I am happy to announce, is Dr. Hunter 
from one of our leading institutions of Michigan. Dr. Hunter of 
Michigan State. 

I wish to welcome you to our committee and we are looking for- 
ward to your statement. I know of the great work you have done 
at Michigan State and your efforts to promote an educational tele- 
vision facility there. I have discussed the matter with your great 
president, Dr. Hanna, and I wish to compliment you for your great 
interest in this field. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ARMAND L. HUNTER, PROFESSOR AND DIREC- 
TOR OF TELEVISION DEVELOPMENT, MICHIGAN STATE COLLEGE 


Dr. Hunrer. Thank you very much, Senator. 

My name is Armand L. Hunter. 1 am professor and director of 
television development at Michigan State College. Michigan State 
College is the Nation’s oldest agricultural college, the model for the 
entire land-grant college system, the largest separate land-grant col- 
lege in the country, and the ninth largest institution of higher edu- 
cation in the United States. It has an enrollment of over 14,000 stu- 
dents on campus annually, and a total faculty, including teaching, 
research and extension, above 2,000. The college consists of nine 
separate schools: Agriculture, Education, Home Economics, Engi- 
neering, Veterinary Medicine, Science and Arts, Business and Public 
Service, Graduate studies and the Basie Coilege. Through the Ag- 
ricultural Cooperative Extension Services and the Continuing Edu- 
cation Service, an additional 300,000 Michigan residents are given 
assistance and training each year by the college, both on the campus 
and throughout the State of Michigan. 
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Senator Porrer. You also have a very good football team. 

Dr. Hunrer. Yes, sir, and a fairly good football team, that is 
correct, sir. 

Michigan State College is proud of its heritage, and of its successful 
fulfillment of its constitutional obligation to teach such branches of 
learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts in order 
“to promote the liberal and practical education of the industrial 
classes in the several pursuits and professions of life.” 

All this is pertinent to the matter at issue because it explains why 
Michigan State College has operated an educational radio station for 
30 years, and why it has established and put into operation an educa- 
tional television station. These media of communication and educa- 
tion are, in the opinion of the college, necessary and essential to the 
effective realization of its traditional mission to serve all of the people 
throughout the State of Michigan. 

In order to make clear that the college considers television as an 
extremely important and significant medium for the extension of its 
educational services, research and activities, | would like to state the 
nature, conditions, and status of the college television station. The 
sixth report and order of the Federal Communications Commission 
allocated UHF channel 60 to East Lansing. The college applied for 
and received a construction permit for this channel, and went on the 
air January 15, 1954, under a special temporary authority with a 
visual e. r. p. of 243 kilowatt and an aurale. r. p. of 125 kilowatt. The 
total capital investment of the college in the station was over $500,000 ; 
and its annual operating budget is in excess of $350,000. The phy- 
sical plant consists of a 1,000-foot tower topped with a 34 foot, 25 
gain, General Electric antenna, a 12 kilowatt General Electric trans- 
mitter, and a studio and station installation which consists of: Three 
separate production studios with separate control rooms, a master 
control room, film and projection facilities, kinescope recorder, a com- 
plete mobile unit for the origination of remotes and special events, 
a microwave relay unit for transmission from the point of origin 
of the remote, and a studio transmitter link from the studios on 
campus to the transmitter tower and building in Okemos. 

Also included are the necessary administrative offices, scenery and 
set construction facilities, laboratories and maintenance workshops, 
and such functional operational space as is required by the film 
partment, news and special events, music and continuity, and dress- 
ing rooms. The total station staff consists of over 40 full-time people 
working directly in connection with the station’s broadcasting activi- 
ties, and six producer coordinators and instructors working with the 
television courses of study and the development of programs from 
the teaching, research, and service departments and jel of the 
college. 

The college also offers courses of training and instruction in radio 
and television, leading to the bachelor of arts and master of arts de- 
grees. Over 125 students are registered each quarter in these courses; 
and the station’s studios and facilities are mid as laboratories for the 


student training. In turn, the students are given practical experience 
and an opportunity to work in the regular broadcast programs of the 
college station. 

The program service originating on that opening January 15 date 
was set at 6 hours a day, 7 days a week, for an average of 42 hours, of 
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which 80 percent was local live programming and only 20 percent 
tilm of kinescope recording. This average has been held consistently 
throughout these first 6 months of operation. This is more local live 
programming per day and week than that produced by any local 
television station with the possible exception of the network owned 
and operated stations in such metropolitan centers as New York, 
Chicago, and Hollywood. 

This was made possible by a period of 214 years of closed circuit 
operation in which programs were developed, the staff trained, and 
experience obtained in the conditions and requirements of a daily 
broadcast service. Also, during this “dry run,” over 700 programs 
were produced and recorded on kinescope for evaluation, research, 
and distribution to local commercial stations which were on the air 
in the State of Michigan. 

The structure of the program service which is now being broad- 
cast by the college consists of the following : 

1. Informational and demonstration service programs in the areas 
of agriculture, home economics and engineering ; 

2. Systematic and adult education programs and courses of study 
in the areas of literature, the fine arts, political science and eco- 
nomics, business and public service, the natural sciences, and driver 
education and traffic safety ; 

3. Cultural and vocational programs in the areas of music, the fine 
arts, drama and the dance; 

4. Entertainment programs in the areas of baseball, hockey, box- 
ing, wrestling, basketball, and other intercollegiate sports and student 
activities. 

I think you understand, too, that we would like to have the foot- 
ball games on too, but that isn’t possible. 

Senator Porrer. A lot of people would like to see it, too. 

Dr. Hunvrer. 5. Special events such as the coverage of the hear- 
ings of the subcommittee of the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities held in Lansing under the chairmanship of Congressman 
Clardy, the college commencement exercises, the College Band recital, 
and the International Student Festival. 

In addition, the station has produced programs for the State leg- 
islature, the office of the Governor, the conservation department, the 
chamber of commerce, the Lansing and East Lansing public schools, 
the Girl Scouts, the State office of public instruction, the Michigan 
Health Council, the community hospital drive, and the Michigan State 
Police. 

These programs were either broadcast as a series, or recorded on 
kinescope for distribution to other stations, or both. The station also 
has produced, and recorded on kinescope for distribution, special 
religious, educational and public service programs for outside organ- 
izations and agencies. 

During this same period, the college station has given approval for 
the pickup and rebroadcast of its current programs upon special 
request by UHF stations in Lansing and Ann Arbor, and VHF sta- 
tions in Lansing and Kalamazoo. At the present time, the Ann 
Arbor UHF station is carrying the Better Farming series being 
broadcast Monday through Friday, and other special programs and 
events upon request. 











714 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


Now, what has been the result of this program service, and what 
returns have we realized upon our educational and public-service 
investment ¢ 

ae some statistics : 

The college station went on the air in an already established VHF 
sanieniad, preceded by some 4 months by a local commercial VHF 
station. 

The college station also attempts to service a region covering an 
area of 30 counties, with a population of over 214 million. This area 
is already serviced by 6 VHF stations, and has 3 additional VHF sta- 
tions in prospect—l1 already on the air in Bay City, 1 a recent grant 
in Flint, and 1 a proposed “drop in” at Parma-Onondaga. 

UHF stations on the air in Flint and Battle Creek have recently 
gone off. The UHF stations remaining in Lansing, Ann Arbor, 
Saginaw, and Battle Creek are having difficulties. There is a very 
real possibility that these stations will not be able to sustain contm- 
ued operation under the present conditions. 

4. Surveys of UHF conversion and the percentage of available 
audience indicate that there is approximately 75 percent to 80 per- 
cent television set saturation in the families living within the cover- 
age radius of the college station. Of this 75 to 80 percent set satura- 
tion, only 25 to 30 percent of the sets have been converted to receive 
UHF. This i is true only in the metropolitan centers with UHF sta- 
tions. The percentage of converted receivers in the rural areas is 
probably less than 5 percent. Translated into set and population 
figures, the best estimate obtainable through regular surveys and our 
own research indicates that at the most 2 25,000 receivers have been con- 
verted in the coverage area with a total possible audience availability 
of 50,000 to 60,000. 

All of the above refers to live-production production and recording. 
The film and kinescope program service is obtained from such sources 
as the Educational Television and Radio Center established by a grant 
from the fund for adult education by the Ford Found: ation, and in- 
cludes such programs as the award-winning series on Shakespeare by 
Professor Baxter of the University of Southern California, and the 
Great Ideas series by Prof. Mortimer Adler, and other programs in 
the fields of political science, the physical sciences, and international 
relations, which represents the best of the educational TV programs 
now produced by colleges and universities over the United States. 

Other educational film resources are: Encyclopedia Britannica 
Films and Coronet Instructional Films; and general film resources 
have been arranged through Sterling Television, the March of Time, 
Interstate Television, Lakeside Television, and the usual Government 
and international agencies such as the Army, Air Force, United States 
Department of Agriculture, and British, Dutch, Switzerland, and so 
forth, Information Services. 

All the above is cited in an effort to demonstrate and prove that the 
college and the station have met every requirement usually given as 
being necessary for a successful UHF operation. We have met the 
conditions of tower height and coverage, the highest power UHF 
transmitter available, and the most effective, unique, and finest. pro- 
gram structure possible for us to produce. 

Reports on reception vary from excellent to poor. 
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Audience response to the programs and to the service we are at- 
tempting to provide has been unanimously favorable and enthusiastic. 

The most persistent criticism we receive is the inability of the 
viewer to receive the college station, or the inferiority of its picture 
in comparison with the available VHF services. 

Second, steps which have been taken to overcome the above difficul- 
7 and to build audience awareness and interest : 

An active promotion and advertising campaign to acquaint the 
sain e with the special program features and services of the college 
station ; 

2. Cosponsorship with the local UHF commercial station of a semi- 
nar and conference on proper UHF installation for the servicemen, 
dealers, and distributors in the local area ; 

Active production and promotion of programs for special inter- 
est groups such as the schools, vocational-agricultural clubs, and 
various national, professional, and public service organizations ; 

t. A survey of the coverage and signal characteristics of the station, 
resulting in a change of 0.6° in the radiation pattern of the antenna 
by means of an electrical tilt, thus reducing the zero angle, horizontal, 
ERP from 243 kilowatts to 184 kilowatts visual, in an effort to increase 
and improve the local signal level. 

These efforts and actions have not resulted in any appreciable im- 
provement or change in the reception of the station’s signal, or any 
marked or significant increase in the rate of set conversion. Obvi- 
ously, there are a number of factors and variables at work. We are 
meeting the performance requirements of UHF transmission set by 
the Commission in excess of the minimum for both class A and class 
B service. 

We are covering a radius of over 60 miles as is proved by the fact 
that the Ann Arbor UHF station, 46 airline miles away, and the 
Kalamazoo VHF station, approximately 60 airline miles away, can 
both receive and retransmit our signal without appreciable loss in 
quality or acceptability. 

In addition, we have audience response of the station’s reception 
from as far as 80 to 100 miles away which indicates fair to good recep- 
tion. However, this range and extent of acceptable signal and service 
is not particularly comforting when, as a matter of record, the signal 
pickup and rebroadcast by the VHF station 60 miles away was as good 
or better when picked up locally on VHF receivers at 60 miles distance, 
than the UHF receivers from the college station 5 miles away; the 
signal from the VHF rebroadcast not appearing to lose any detail or 
contrast in its transmission. 

This is all evidence of coverage which indicates the full meeting of 
all transmission requirements ; but, it is countered by equal evidence 
of difficult and inferior reception. 

Apparently, the lack of UHF acceptance is due in large part to the 
need for a good receiving antenna, properly placed and installed, and 
the care required to tune it in, the obvious superiority of the VHF 

receiving circuits over the U HF , and the fact that all of the “big time” 
and network programs are readily available over the VHF stations. 

I do not believe it is a sevaliinian of transmission, or of poor. manage- 
ment, or of limited local program resources, or of funds or know- how, 
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or of time and experience. If I may paraphrase and “convert” Shakes- 
peare, “the fault is not in ourselves that we are underlings.” 

The analogy that UHF is going through a period comparable to the 
early days of VHF is not only inaccurate but irrelevant. Early VHF 
had no other television service in competition. It was strictly a ques- 
tion of design, transmission and receiver performance, and _ set 
availability. Present-day UHF has the competition of an excellent 
television service available in the VHF stations. This is a technical 
and program competition which VHF never faced. 

Also, VHF can be received with built-in and indoor antennas. 
UHF, for the most part, requires an outside antenna and an extremely 
careful and exact placement and installation. VHF receivers are 
demonstrably superior and less expensive. And, the “big shows” are 
available on VHF only in almost every market where intermixture 
is involved. Obviously, the problem cannot be solved on the basis of 
historical analogy. 

The problem facing Michigan State College and its educational 
UHF television station is no different from that facing most of the 
UHF stations, educational or commercial. What is true for the 
majority of the educational reservations and for a large number of 
the commercial UHF stations is true for us. We are in the immediate 
danger of being the only UHF island in a sea of VHF service. Under 
these conditions, highest of towers, the highest of powers, and the 
finest of local and live program service are not sufficient in themselves 
to motivate or develop a general acceptance of UHF and its services 
by the general public. We cannot afford to be “medievalist” in this 
situation, and speculate and theorize in a vacuum. We must “consult 
nature” and go into the marketplace of the general public in order to 
wrestle with the facts and realities of life, audience preference and 
human behavior. 

Anything that costs more, looks worse, and involves additional 
effort is not going to eaant with wide public acceptance. Anything 
which requires a special technique and knowledge for installation and 
performance will meet with resistance and disinterest on the part of 
those engaged in service and sales. It is only human nature that the 
“reflection of inferiority” will be cast upon the particular medium 
and the station, rather than upon the quality of the receiver and the 
quality of the service installation. 

We have no final answer to the problem at issue before this com- 
eget However, we do suggest that somehow the differences must 

be eliminated and the conditions made equivalent and truly competi- 
tive if UHF is to survive. Somehow, and some way, all television 
stations must be put on an equal and equivalent footing in terms of 
transmission, reception, and access to the audience, if UHF is to have 
any truly competitive opportunity to survive, and if a truly national 
television service is to exist. 

We do not ask for subsidy, for privilege, for advantage, or for 
sympathy. We ask only that we have a fair and equitable opportunity 
to reach the public with our educational service through the medium 
of television. The college has been given the responsibility of extend- 
ing its educational services to the ‘people of the State of Michigan 
who are its resource as well as its beneficiary. However, the tool, the 
method of distribution, the medium of its fulfillment through televi- 
sion, is not equal to the task under the present conditions. 
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We believe in the medium. We have made the investment. We 
have met every requirement. We have spared no effort. We only 
hope and trust that the channel for our educational television service 
can be made equal to the challenge. ‘This is the responsibility of the 
Commission. It will be our responsibility then to see that it is prop 
erly and effectively used to fulfill the full potentiality of this new 
medium of communication, and to realize to the fullest degree the 
values of a democratic system of education, which is the heritage 
of our Nation, and the hope of civilization. 

Senator Porrer. Dr. Hunter, 1 would like to state it gives me a 
great deal of pride being from Michigan and to realize the tremendous 
effort and the work that has gone in to promote this UHF station 
at Michigan State College. 

I think from your statement here that you have spared no effort 
to make this a success. I know if it can be a success any place it can 
be there. 

I would like to ask this one question; do you feel that you could be 
competitive and could get your listening audience if the average re 
ceiver could pick up your station ¢ 

Dr. Hunrer. That would be accessibility to the audience, and that 
is all that any of us would ask, and that is the opportunity to have 
equally accessibility to the audience regardless of what methods or 
means would be possible to achieve it. 

Senator Porrer. Do you agree that if UHF doesn’t survive in the 
commercial field that it will not be able to survive in the educational 
field ? 

Dr. Hunver. I would say that would be the case, yes, because it 
would leave the educational UHF station alone and I am quite certain 
that under those conditions they could not sustain an educational 
service through UHF only. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Schoeppel, do you have any questions ? 

Senator ScHorrrer. I do not believe I have any question on this 
matter. Ido appreciate getting your excellent statement before us. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Hunt, do you have any questions? 

Senator Hunt. Dr. Hunter, what percent of the receivers in this 
area are capable of receiving both UHF and VHF. ? 

Dr. Hunter. In our immedi: ite community area I would say about 
30 percent of the receivers are converted to UHF, which would give 
us in Lansing and East Lansing alone 16,000 or 17,000 receivers that 
ean receive both UHF and VHF. 

The total set saturation in the Lansing area would be between 75 
percent and 80 percent of the families available, which would mean 
there would be around 40,000 receivers in the Lansing and East 
Lansing area and the ene community, and of that approxi 
mately 15,000 to 17,000 have been converted. 

Senator Hunt. How long have you been with television ? 

Dr. Hunter. Approximately 6 months. We started January 15, 
1954, this year . 

Senator Hunt. What percent of your television audience do you 
think you are holding? 

Dr. Hunter. Holding? 

Senator Hunt. Say you started out with 100 percent; what 
percent do you have now? 

Dr. Hunter. I would say that we have increased the conversion 
rate in our community through the process of going on the air. The 
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conversion has increased from the point when the local UHF com- 
mercial station went on the air, which has been due in some respect 
I suspect to the Michigan State College station going on the air, and 
the program service which we have been able to provide. 

In that respect we have been helping each other in terms of at- 
tempting to develop the rate of conversion. 

Senator Hunt. You have no type of advertising of any nature, do 
you ¢ 

Dr. Hunter. No, sir. 

Senator Hunr. Would you consider commercial advertising, if you 
had a sponsor, say the Farm Bureau, or any other organization of that 
kind which is very desirous of receiving your services ? 

Dr. Hunver. It could not be and would not be paid advertising. 
In other words, there are different methods of advertising. If a pro- 
gram is offered that presents information or has a certain content or 
material within it which is in a form indirect advertising, it would 
be a form of advertising, but not a paid advertisement. 

Senator Hunr. You are precluded from receiving financial assist- 
ance from anybody except in the form of gifts. 

Dr. Hunrer. We are not on our particular channel, but the educa- 
tional channels are. Our particular channel is not a reserved educa- 
tional channel, but we operate it as an educational system. 

Senator Hunr. Under existing conditions, what do you foresee for 
your own station, the future? 

Dr. Hunter. Under existing conditions I could not expect and 
would not expect the college to be able to maintain the level of its 
service or to put the investment into it that would have to be done 
unless it could provide a much more substantial service through reach- 
ing a greater number of people than is possible under the present 
conditions. 

Senator Hunr. And your present expenditure on this particular 
item in your budget is how much? 

Dr. Hunrer. Our present expenditure, the total capital investment 
in all equipment and facilities is around $500,000. Our total annual 
operating budget for a full-time service would be in the neighborhood 
of $350,000. This includes faculty and staff and the actual operating 
cost, supplies and services, equipment, replacement, maintenance, and 
the-rest-of it. 

Senator Hunt. I understand from your statement that that would 
be a complete loss to you unless in some way we are able to help on this 
situation / 

Dr. Hunter. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any other questions? 

Senator Hunt. No, sir. 

Senator Porrer. Dr. Hunter, thank you again for your statement. 

Dr. Hunrer. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Mr. George Storer of the 
Storer Broadcasting Co., from Miami, Fla. 

It is good to have you here, and we are looking forward to your 
statement. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. STORER, STORER BROADCASTING CO., 
MIAMI, FLA. 


Mr. Srorer. My name is George B. Storer. I am premannt and 
founder of Storer Broadcasting Co. My home and the headquarter 
offices of our company are located in Miami, Fla. Our company and 
its subsidiaries own and operate, under license of the Federal Com 
munications Commission, five VHF television stations located at 
Detroit, Mich.; Toledo, Ohio; Atlanta, Ga.; Birmingham, Ala.; and 
San Antonio, Tex. We also own and operate, under license of the 
Commission, 7 radio stations located in these same 5 cities, and 
others at Miami, Fla., and Wheeling, W. Va. 

Broadcasting is our business. More than 95 percent of our revenues 
is derived from the operation of radio and television stations. Our 
company is owned by some 1,500 stockholders, largely resident in the 
areas Which we serve, many of whom are employees. Each of our 
principal officers and executives is a substantial stockholder and actual 
control of the company held by the management group. 

Among the larger multiple owners of radio and television broad 
casting stations, I believe our company is the only multiple owner 
which is wholly independent and unrelated by ownership to major 
interests in the network, manuf: acturing, newspaper publishing, or 
motion-picture fields. 

I have here a brief history of the growth and development of our 
company and a statement of the policies which we have established 
and follow in the operation of our broadcast stations. 

Senator Porrer. It will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(Description of Storer Broadcasting Co. is as follows:) 


DESCRIPTION OF STORER BROADCASTING Co, 


Storer Broadcasting Co., an Ohio corporation, was organized by Mr. George 
B. Storer and Mr. J. Harold Ryan, in 1927. In November 1953, the company 
issued to the public 200,000 shares of its common stock, representing approxi 
mately 18 percent of its common stock. Mr. Storer and Mr. Ryan hold voting 
control of the stock, and substantial stock is also held by the executives and 
management personnel of the company, including each of the station man 
agers. There are a total of about 1,500 common stockholders, many of whom 
live in the communities in which the company’s stations are located, due to 
the fact that the publicly held stock was issued primarily through brokers 
located in these cities in order to encourage local ownership. 

The company is primarily engaged in the ownership and operation of radio 
and television stations, and in 1953 over 95 percent of its gross revenues 
was derived from the operation of these stations. As distinguished from most 
other so-called multiple owners of radio and television stations, the company is 
not connected by ownership with any major network, radio or television manu- 
facturer, magazine, newspaper, or motion-picture concern. 

The company entered the radio business in its infancy, in 1928, by the aequisi- 
tion of a 100-watt standard broadcast station in Toledo, Ohio. In 1931 it 
acquired its second station in Wheeling, W. Va., then a 5,000-watt station. Step 
by step it improved the facilities of these stations, and acquired stations in 
other markets, which were also improved. In 1947, the company built 6 FM 
broadcast stations, and in 1948-49 it built 3 TV broadcast stations. In 1951 and 
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1953 it acquired by purchase two additional television stations. At the present 
time, the company’s AM and TV stations are as follows: 








j 
' | 2 
Station and city Type Power i 
| Watts 
WSPD, Toledo, Ohio AM 5, 000 1928 
WWVA, Wheeling, W. Va ; i | AM | 50, 000 1931 
WAGA, Atlanta, Ga aie ‘ | AM 5, 000 | 1940 
WGBS, Miami, Fla | am {i sio.o00 |} (1a 
2 en ve ~s le 10, 000 | 
WJBK, Detroit, Mich 5 | AM 250 1947 
WBRC, Birmingham, Ala... _- ors ; oF -| AM | 5, 000 1953 
rica oie 1 50, 000 
KGBS, San Antonio, Tex.........-.------------------------| AM |{ sooo |} 1983 
WSPD-TYV, Toledo, Ohio____- ? 4 ated .. Ae | (3) i 1948 
WJBK-TV, Detroit, Mich = cel } 7Y | (3) 1948 
WAGA-TYV, Atlanta, Ga ” ‘ | 9 (3) | 1949 
KGBS-TYV, San Antonio, Tex. . sania TV (3) 1951 
WBRC-TV, Birmingham, Ala........-- sede i Ne A | (3) | 1953 


The FCC’s multiple-ownership rules preclude the company from owning and 
operating TV stations in Wheeling and Miami. 

In common with other independent, or non-network-owned, radio stations, 
Storer Broadcasting Co.’s broadcast revenues are derived from (1) sale of local 
advertising by its local sales staffs, (2) sale of national spot advertising by so- 
ealled national reps, and (3) sale of network advertising by the national net- 
works. During 1953, national spot and local advertising represented the bulk of 
the revenues of the Storer stations, as follows: 


[Percent] 


Revenues Radio Television 





National spot i | 45 | 42 
Lol a 42 | 31 
Network 13 27 


While local stations, of course, cannot afford the tremendous expenditures for 
programs and talent made by the major national networks, the radio and TV 
programs produced and broadcast by the local independent stations fill a need 
for locally tailored programing that the national networks cannot supply. For 
example, WAGA~TYV, the company’s TV station in Atlanta, Ga., during the month 
of May 1954 produced and broadcast the following local public-service programs 
with live talent (as well as numerous other local commercial programs) : 

Religious Viewpoint, a daily religious series broadcast in cooperation with the 
Atlanta Christian Council for 15 minutes per day, Monday through Friday. To- 
tal, 21 programs, 5% hours. 

School of the Air, a daily educational series broadcast in cooperation with the 
University of Georgia, Atlanta division, for 15 minutes per day, Monday through 
Friday. Total, 21 programs, 5% hours. 

This is Your Town, a weekly 30-minute panel show, with a different panel of 
local civie leaders for each week, discussing the problems and projects for better- 
ment of the community. Total, 5 programs, 2% hours. 

Career Opportunities, a weekly 30-minute panel show, broadcast in cooperation 
with the Atlanta city schools, featuring panels of high-school students and busi- 
nessmen discussing a different business or industry each week. Total 5 pro- 
grams, 2% hours. 

TV Bible Class, a weekly 30-minute program broadcast in cooperation with 
the Atlanta Christian Council concerned with the study of the Bible, with a 
different Bible class appearing each week from a local church. Total, 5 pro- 
grams, 21% hours. 

Capitol Reports, a biweekly discussion program broadcast in cooperation with 
the Governor of the State of Georgia, on which the governor appears in person 
and answers questions sent in by listeners. Total 2 programs, 1 hour. 

The Law Says, a weekly 30-minute discussion program, in cooperation with the 
Atlanta Bar Association and Atlanta Lawyers Club, featuring a panel of lawyers 
who answer legal questions sent in by listeners. Total 3 programs, 14% hours. 





RIA A REE 


re 


ie 





oy 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 72] 


During this same month WAGA-TYV broadcast 307 local public-service an- 
nouncements, including 56 for Campfire Girls’ day camp, 41 for the cerebral 
palsy drive, 20 for the Civil Defense Ground Observers Corps, 19 for the Salva- 
tion Army, 14 for the Atlanta Tuberculosis Association, and many others. Like- 
wise, many public-service films and public-service programs of the CBS and 
Du Mont networks were broadcast. 

Throughout the years the company’s policies have been designed to insure 
that each of its radio and television stations was operated in the interest of the 


public in the service area of the particular station. To this end the company’s 
main policies have been: 


1. To integrate its stations into the lives of the communities they serve by 
cooperating with and supporting the activities of all worthwhile local govern- 
mental, civic, educational. religious, and charitable organizations ; 

2. To insist that local station managers operate with substantial local auton- 


omy, so that the operation of each station is attuned to the needs and desires of 
its Comnmwenty ; ; 


. To take every practicable step to improve the technical facilities of its sta- 
tions so that each station may be capable of rendering the best possible service 
to the community. 

Effectuating these policies. the company has “ploughed back” into its stations 
over its 26 years of broadcasting in excess of 75 percent of its earnings 

Mr. Storer. This opportunity to express the views of our company 
concerning the ultra-high-frequency television service and upon mul- 
tiple ownership limitations is most sincerely appreciated. We are 
hopeful that our statment may be of some help to this subcommittee 
in achieving a proper perspec tive of both matters. 

During the first 8 days of these hearings, the UHF broadcasting 
group has primarily directed an attack upon the television allocation 
table established by the FCC in its sixth re port and order of Apr il 12 
1952. The core of the complaint is intermixture of VHF and U HF 
television facilities in the same markets. 

Our company strongly supports the plan of allocation adopted by 
the Commission, and in fact commends it for having accomplished 
a superlative job in the face of most difficult and complex circum- 
stances. This is not to say that the allocation plan may not now, in 
light of present experience, be improved upon, but the all- import: int 
fact is only by a plan of allocation involving intermixture could the 
best possible television service be made available uniformly to the 
greatest number of people in this country in the shortest possible 
period of time. More particularly true then, but equ: ally true now,- 
VHF television was and is a superior facility to UHF and nothing 
that.can be said here will alter this scientific reality. In terms of the 
public interest, therefore, our company believes that the Commission 
neither had then, nor has now, any alternative other than to proceed 
with a television allocation plan based upon intermixture. 

As a point of departure, we think it should be recognized by this 
subcommittee that any suggestion advanced here to replace the exist- 
ing VHF television with UHF, either on a nationwide basis or by the 
elimination of an existing VHF service in any individual market, will 
necessarily result in the substitution of an inferior service for a 
superior service. 

The VHF service is superior in point of propagation, a factor of 
particular importance in terms of service to rural areas, and superior 
also in fidelity of reception in the home. It is cheaper in terms of cost 
per thousand to the advertiser, and it should not be forgotten that it 
is the advertising dollar which supports the television medium and 
upon which the future of both UHF and VHF are largely dependent. 
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I feel that the public is entitled to the best television service avail- 
able, one that will reach the farmer and the rancher remote from the 
city as well as the city dwellers. The long-range coverage of VHF 
stations, operating with the maximum powers and antenna heights, 
now an ac -omplishe «d fact, is the only feasible method of reaching the 
large nonurban population. 

Many VHF television stations are now operating with maximum 
power ‘and antenna height which will provide good service to rural 
viewers living as far as 90 or 100 miles from the station. VHF licensees 
have made tremendous investments to provide this service. A VHF 
transmitting plant with 100-kilowatt power and a 1,000-foot tower 
costs upward of $750,000. 

Dozens of applicants for VHF stations have competed in lengthy 
hearings, involving legal, engineering and other expenses totaling as 
much as $200,000 per applicant, in the hope of bringing additional 
VHF service to the public. Many of these applicants have entered 
into settlement agreements and joined their interests in a single appli- 
cation in order to speed the day when more VHF television service 
will be available to the public. I know of no legal procedure for 
unraveling these contractual commitments, which were entered into 
in good faith and in reliance on the continuation of the VHF service. 

Moreover, I deem it a public trust to protect the tremendous invest- 
ment—probably exceeding $6 billion—that the public has made in 
30 million television receivers. It has been proposed by the UHF 
group, supported by Madam Commissioner Hennock, that on a certain 
day these 30 million VHF set purchasers be denied a VHF service, 
based upon the theory that by that date their VHF sets will be obso- 
lete, worn out, or otherwise of no value. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Storer, I have a telephone call if you will bear 
with me for just a moment. I will be right back. You may continue. 

Mr. Srorer. To set the record straight, I think you should consider 
how all these 30 million television receivers are constructed. In my 
household “we have sets dating back to 1946. They are in use in 
different parts of my home. As we have purchased newer and larger- 
screen sets, we have used the old ones in bedrooms, porches, and 
elsewhere. Some of these sets are 8 years old but are functioning well. 

‘No other interest is of any real significance except that of the public. 
I would hate to be in the Congress or on the Federal Communications 
Commission on the day when the 30 million or more television set 
owners are told, “Your sets are now all obsolete. Hie yourself to the 
store and spend your money on a new set or on a UHF converter, 
antenna, and installation.” 

To digress a minute, I wish to say that from figures we have been 
able to find it costs roughly about $100 to make a conversion, There 
are some few instances where it is less, but generally it is about $100. 

A pry on VHF television cannot be sugar coated by calling it a 
hiatus, or by predicting it will last only a short time. Today it is 
signific at to recall that the 1948 freeze was expected to last only 6 to 
9 months; but it ac tually lasted 31% years. 

The FCC also imposed a freeze on certain clear channel radio appli- 
cations in 1946—and that freeze still continues because the North 
American Radio Broadcasting Agreement has not been ratified by 
the United States, and until this treaty becomes effective the FCC is 
powerless to act. 
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Our company believes that the elimination of any existing VHF 
television service is unthinkable in terms of the “public interest,” and 
we feel with equal vigor, that a present freeze or hiatus upon the 
licensing of VHF fac ilities is equally repugnant to the public interest 
and ean only serve to retard the normal growth of the television art, 
UHF as well as VHF, within the economic framework of the country. 

What, then, is the future of the UHF television service? 

This, in our opinion, can only be answered on a market-by-market 
basis, and the answer will depend upon the size and economic structure 
and limitations of each community or area served. Where VHF serv- 
ice is limited or inadequate, or where there is no existing or potential 
VHF service, and where requisite advertising support exists, UHF 
can and will be successful. 

In intermixed markets UHF will face competitive problems of 
conversion and limitations upon both propagation and _reception, 
but. these obstacles can all be overcome in time if a real need for 
service exists and is economically feasible. Where UHF is presently 
competing for survival against VHF in intermixed communities, 
and only one, and not both, can survive in the economic market place, 
it is only logical that the superior VHF service will be successful 
in securing public acceptance, and this reality must be accepted. Im- 
provement. in UHF transmitting equipment, higher power, and other 
technical developments will undoubtedly ultimately equate some of 
the present disparity between UHF and VHF, but this is not yet 
at hand. 

To those of us who lived through the early days of radio there is 
nothing either new or insurmountable in the present UHF situation. 
There was a time years ago, when existing radio home receivers 
could not be turned above 1500 kilocycles nor below 550 kilocycles. 
Nevertheless, I, along with others, built stations to broadcast in the 
kiloeyele band above 1500 kilocyeles and below 550 kilocycles in 
areas Where the service was needed and could not be otherwise 
supplied. 

In due time, because of good programing, effective promotion, and 
new home receivers available for purchase by the public, we were 
ultimately successful in our efforts. I can think of no reason why 
the same formula will not be successful for UHF in those areas where 
the service is needed, cannot otherwise be supplied, and where requisite 
economic support exists. I must say that it never occurred to us 
in radio to suggest that the kilocycle band above 550 kilocylcles or 
below 1500 kilocycles be abandoned, and all existing radio receivers 
obsoleted in order that we might achieve competitive parity ate the 
greater majority of other broadcasters utilizing the regular bands. 
[ believe any such proposal would have been contrary to the public 
interest. 

I believe with equal conviction that any proposal today for the 
abandonment of VHF television service, either on a nationwide or 
limited per market basis, is equally repugnant to the public interest 
and to the development and growth of the television broadcasting art. 

There have been, and will continue to be, fatalities in television 
broadcasting, both among VHF and UHF operators. Wherever 
broadcasters fail to gage ‘the economic and competitive limitations 
of their markets, or are insufficiently financed for pioneering, financial 
failure is inevitable. This is regrettable and even tragic from an 
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individual point of view, but this mortality experience appears always 

to be present in the growth and development of any new industry, 
and no solution exists which will rectify basic mistakes in economic 
business judgment. 

If this statement seems hardheaded and unfeeling, may I hasten 
to say that I most deeply appreciate the concern of the UHF broad- 
casters who are now in the pioneering stage of a new service. We 
also have pioneered, not only in VHF television but in AM and FM 
radio as well, and no one better knows the strain and anxiety which 
attend such efforts. 

Moreover, we intend, if the Commission rules will permit, to pioneer 
in the UHF service also. When our company determined to enter 
television broadcasting in 1947, we borrowed $1,800,000 from banks 
to finance construction of 3 television stations. This sum repre- 
sented very nearly the entire capital and surplus renting kad by 
our company over a twenty-odd-year period. Moreover, to secure 
this financing, I was required personally to endorse the company note. 

Our first station went on the air in Toledo on July 1, 1! 948, followed 
by Detroit on October 24, 1948, and Atlanta on March 8, 1949. As 
of December 31, 1950, we had accumulated operating losses in Toledo 
of $234,000, $147,000 at Detroit, and $226,000 at Atlanta. At Toledo 
regular operating losses continued for 18 months; at Detroit for 11 
months; and at Atlanta for 21 months. It was not until 1951 that 
our television operating statement showed black ink, and we believe 
our experience was fairly typical of the experienced radio broadcaster 
who then pioneered the new VHF television service. 

I have here a table of losses sustained by the industry generally 
throughout the years 1948 through 1950, taken from FCC reports, 
whic h further illustrate the enormous cost of pioneering VHF tele- 
vision service. 

Senator Porrer. It will be made a part of the record. 

(Television station losses and profits are as follows :) 


Television station losses and erette-aer 51 (stations not owned by networks ) 


Weer Number of| Broadcast Broadcast Earnings before 
F stations revenues | expenses Federal tax 
i | j 
1948 , 40 $3, 900, 000 | $12, 000, 000 ' ($8, 500, 000 
1949 84 15, 000, 000 | 29, 000, 000 1 (13, 200; 000) 
1950 ‘ | 93 50, 400, 000 | 49, 600, 000 800, 000 
1951 93 | 107, 300, 000 76, 700, 000 | 30, 600, 000 


! Parentheses denotes loss. ( Dialdipebhdite data not av ailable for years prior to 1948. 

Source: Television Digest Factbook No. 18, Jan. 15, 1954, p. 370, summarized from FCC financial data 
reports, 

Mr. Storer. During the freeze period, when television broadcast- 
ing achieved substantial success, it apparently became an accepted 
fact that anyone who could acquire a ebviglon grant anywhere auto- 
matically was assured of financial success. So naive a business judg- 
ment was bound to founder upon reality in many cases. 

Since removal of the freeze, there have been 17 television stations 
which commenced operations and which subsequently terminated their 
service and surrendered their licenses. Three of these stations were 
in the VHF band, the remainder in UHF. 

A table of these stations is submitted at this point, and I call the 
attention of the subcommittee to the fact that only 1 of the 17 operated 
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for as much as 12 months, and that the average abandoned opera- 
tions after 5 or 6 months, and several of them after only 2 or 3 months. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 


(List of postfreeze stations terminating operations is as follows :) 


List of postfreeze stations terminating operations 


The following is a chronological list of postfreeze TV stations (both VHF and 
UHF) showing the date they commenced operation and the date they went off 
the air: 





Call City | Chased Date off the Date on the | Months 
| air air | on air 
1. WROV-TV Roanoke, Va 27 | July 18,1953 | Feb. 15, 1953 5 
2. KFXD. Nampa, Idaho 6 | Aug. 12,1953 | June 18, 1953 | 2 
} WBES-TV Buffalo, N. Y 59 | Dec. 18,1953 | Sept. 5, 1953 | 3 
4. KCTY Kansas City, Mo 25 | Mar. 1,1954 | June 6, 1953 a 
5. KFOR-TV ‘ Lincoln, Nebr j 10 | Mar. 13,1954 | May 25, 1953 | 10 
6. WIFE Dayton, Ohio 22 | Mar. 13, 1954 | Oct 3, 1953 5 
7. WOSH-TV Oshkosh, Wis 48 | Mar. 22,1954 | June 27, 1953 | 9 
8. WACH Newport News, Va 33 | Mar. 26,1954 | Oct. 6, 1953 | dhe 
9. KRTV Little Rock, Ark 17 | Mar. 31,1954 | Apr. 5, 1953 | 12 
10. KACY Festus, Mo Saat | 14 | Apr. 2,1954 | Oct. 31,1953 5 
il. WKLO-TV Louisville, Ky 21 | Apr. 20,1954 | Sep. 7, 1953 | 7% 
12. KDZA-TV Pueblo, Colo 3 | Apr. 21,1954 | Mar. 16, 1953 11 
13. WBKZ-TV Battle Creek, Mich 64 | Apr. 23,1954 | May 15, — ll 
14. KFAZ Monroe, La 43 | May 1,1954/ Aug. 11, 19% S1o 
15. WTAC-TV Flint, Mich 16 | May 1,1954 | Oct. 28, 1953 7 
16. WFPG-TV Atlantic City, N.J 46 | May 17,1954 | Dee. 31, 1953 544 
17. WECT Elmira, N. Y 18 | May 26, 1954 | Sept. 30, 1953 S 


Mr. Storer. I strongly suspect that lack of adequate financing for 
pioneering television service was responsible for most of these fa- 
talities, and I think it fair to compare this experience with the aver- 
age period of operating losses 18 months or more which most of us 
in VHF endured. I point out further that in some cities, notably 
New York and Los Angeles, the red ink still flows for certain pre- 
freeze VHF operators. 

A number of assertions have been advanced in these hearings to 
date which our compens feels should be most carefully examined in 
the light of economic reality. First, it is asserted that no television 
station can be assured ‘of financial success unless it is affiliated with 

1 of the 2 leading major networks. Second, that preservation of a 
natheanedie competitive television system requires that a four-network 
system be assured. 

It is also claimed that no network will affiliate with a UHF station 
in any market where VHF service is available, and unless this is in 
some way compelled by governmental edict, a 4-station, 4-network 
system is doomed, and a 2-station, 2-network system is inevitable. 
To assist this subcommittee in properly appraising these contentions, 
we have prepared an analysis of the 100 leading television markets 
in the United States, generally using the classification of markets 
made by Chairman Hyde of the FCC in this hearing. 

This data is submitted herewith but may be generally summarized 
as follows: In 36 of the first 100 markets containing almost one-third 
of the country’s population, 3 or more VHF stations are allocated and 
available for network affiliation. 

Senator Porrrer. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 
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(Classification of TV stations by number of VHF allocations per 
city (100 leading markets) is as follows :) 


Classification of TV stations by number of VHF allocations per city (100 leading 
markets) 


A. 4 VHF OR MORE (11 MARKETS) 


1950 popula- | TV house- Percent 











"Otc yrs : Number 
Cuy sank tion ! holds? | Satura- | “VHF 
tion 
New York, N. Y 1 12,831, 914 3, 358, 269 83.4 7 
Chicago, Il 2 5, 475 5 1, 531, 197 85.3 | 4 
Los Angeles, Calif 3 4, 339, 225 of 78.6 7 
Detroit, Mich.‘ 5 2, 973, 019 776, 869 80. 1 4 
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif 7 2, 214, 249 536, 806 61.0 | 4 
Washington, D. ¢ 10 1, 457, 399, 328 83.8 | 4 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn 13 1, 107, 272, 75. 2 4 
Dallas-Fort Worth, Tex.$ 24/51 970, 098 177, 187 | 48.7 | 4 
Denver, Colo 07 560, 361 121, 380 | 56.4 | 4 
San Dievo, Cal.4 33 535, 967 152, 018 63.3 | 4 
lotal 32, 463, 335 8, 697, 964 a 


B. 3 VHF (25 MARKETS) 















| 
| as . | 
City Rank 1950 popula- | TV house- | ee | Number 
; | tion ! holds ? tion 3 VHF 

nila cael sinensis a aaemensnainl iittala ll 
Philadelphia, Pa 4 3, 660, 676 1, 025, 730 | 90.0 | 3 
Boston, Mass 6 2, 858, 033 | 725, 836 | 83.6 3 
Pittsburgh, Pa s 2, 205, 544 554, 182 | 84 6 3 
St. Louis, Mo | y } 446, 722 | 79.7 3 
Cleveland, Ohio 11 420, 521 | 89.8 3 
Baltimore, Md 12 360, 461 | 86.5 3 
Buffalo, N. Y 14 1, 085, 606 306, 889 89.0 | 3 
Cincinnati, Ohio 15 898, O31 272, 316 | 89.9 | 3 
Milwaukee, Wis 16 863, 937 245, 881 | 89.5 | 3 
Kansas City, Mo 17 808, 231 ] : 64.5 3 
Seattle, Wash 20 726, 464 170, 63.5 3 
Portland, Oreg 21 701, 202 103, 859 | 39.6 | 3 
Atlanta, Ga 23 664, 033 | 178, 656 | 84.2 | 3 
Indianapolis, Ind a 30 549, 047 171, 090 90.0 | 3 
Columbus, Ohio 37 501, 882 147, 510 | 90.0 | 3 
San Antonio, Tex 38 496, 090 94, 878 66.3 | 3 
Miami, Fla 39 488, 689 130, 100 63.9 | 3 
Memphis, Tenn 41 480, 161 100, 614 | 67.6 | 3 
Omaha, Nebr 50 362, 203 | 102, 236 | 85.0 | 3 
Phoenix, Ariz... _. 55 329, 296 j 50. 2 | 3 
Nashville, Tenn F 58 320, 388 ; | 58.5 | 3 
Salt Lake City, Utah 71 274, 208 | 76, 964 87.1 3 
Des Moines, lowa 85 224; 920 | 50,493 | 65.2 3 
Spokane, Wash 87 220; 119 | 41,987} 53.4 3 
El Paso, Tex-- 92 197, 934 33, 860 | 59.8 3 

| 
Total ' 22, 354, 471 6, 072, 164 Part < 

| | t 


11950 population is based on preliminary 1950 census, as compiled by J. Walter Thompson Co. in The 162 
Most Important Markets ofthe U.S 

? TV households is taken from J. Walter Thompson Co. report on, TV Households in the U. 8. as of Jan. 
1, 1954. (4th edition 

* Percent of saturation indicates the percent of TV-owning families as compared to the total families in 
the area, as compiled by TV Households in the U. 8. as of Jan 1, 1954. 

4 Detroit, Mich., includes the VHF channel! assigned to Windsor, Ontario, but only the United States 
population and sect figures are included. Similarly, San Diego, Calif., includes the two VHF channels 
assigned to Tiajuana, Mexico. 

§ Dallas-Fort Worth, Tex., are combined, inasmuch as 2 VHF channels are assigned to each market 
and all 4 VHF channels will serve both markets. 
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C. 2 VHF (29 MARKETS) 














' mir i -erce 
City | Rank 1950 popula- rv house- | —— 
- tion ! holds ? 
} tion? 
} 
Houston, Tex 18 802, 102 191. 638 | 65.0 
Providence, R. I 19 733, 681 189, 088 | 82.0 
New Orleans, La 22 681, 037 129, 947 57.7 
Louisville, Ky é 26 574, 474 142, 677 76. 6 
Birmingham, Ala 28 AAA, 186 108, 3 63. 2 
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Newport News, Va 29 559, 619 74.0 
Rochester, N. Y 40 484, 877 90,0 
Dayton, Ohio : 43 453, 181 88. 2 
Tampa, St. Petersburg, Fla 46 | 406, 176 28.1 
Toledo, Ohio 7) 3 26 90.0 
Wheeling, W. Va.-Stuebenville, Ohio 52 62.7 
Syracuse, N. Y } 53 90.0 
Knoxville, Tenn . . | 54 | 218 
Richmond, Va 56 | 64.7 
Oklahoma City, Okla 57 | 68.9 
Jacksonville, Fla 60 | 64, 183 64.1 
l'acoma, Wash 68 0, 440 54.2 
Sacramento, Calif 69 52, 816 49.5 
Duluth, Minn., Superior, Wis 76 5 18.0 
Tulsa, Okla. - - 78 | 71.7 
Huntington, W. Va.-Ashland, Ky 79 71.0 
Chattanooga, Tenn 80 499 26.1 
Moline, Il 82 | , 012 90. 0 
Mobile, Ala 84 | , 835 39.3 
Wichita, Kans 86 | 213 32.3 
Beaumont, Port Arthur, Tex OF 979 30. 7 
Little Rock, Ark 95 879 27.0 
Charlotte, N. C 93 160 73, 2 
Shreveport, La | 100 679 14.1 
Total : 10, 597, 179 2, 204, 756 
D. 1 VHF (18 MARKETS) 
Hartford, Conn 72.6 
New Haven-Waterbury, Conn 90.0 
Albany, Schenectady, Troy, N. Y 89. 0 
Charleston, W. Va 56.9 
Johnstown, Pa... 86.0 | 
San Jose, Calif 67.4 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 79.6 
tica-Rome, N. Y 74.4 
Fresno, Calif... 41.0 | 
Flint, Mich 72.8 
Wilmington, Del 90.0 
Peoria, Il. 55.3 | 
Lancaster, Pa... 79. 2 
Eric, Pa... 90. 0 
Stockton, Calif__ 61.0 
Greensboro-High Point, N. C_.- | 56. 5 
Binghamton, N. Y | R8. 2 
Lansing, Mich | 59.0 
Total. | 
' 
E. UHF ONLY (16 MARKETS) 
Worcester, Mass 31 543, 094 85, 2 
Youngstown. Ohio 34 599 80.4 
Bridgeport, Conn 36 832? 90.0 
Springfield-Holyoke, Mass 42 2 979 74.1 
A llentown-Bethlehem, Pa 44 89. 6 
Akron, Ohio 45 87.5 
Wilkes Barre-Hazelton, Pa is > 
Harrisburg, Pa 61 
Canton, Ohio } 66 | 7 
San Bernardino, Calif. | 67 f 
Scranton, Pa 7 | 74 256, 208 5, 
Reading, Pa 75 254, 942 | 90. 0 
Trenton, N. J | 83 229, 412 90.0 
OUGen Beeenee, EINE. so. oc coc cccee 89 204, 740 80. 7 
York, Pa ‘ 90 202, 440 90. 0 
Fort Wayne, Ind | 99 182, 903 | 40. 5 | 
Total owe shiitieltitin’s | . 5, 444, 644 | 


See footnotes on p. 726, 
48550—_54——_47 
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First 50 TV markets in order of market rank 


Market 4VHF 











City rank or more | 
New York 1 x 
Chicago 2 x 
Los Angeles 3 x 
Philadelphia 4 
D *troit 5 x 
Bostor 6 
San Francise 7 xX 
Pittsburgh s 
St. Louis 9 
gton 10 xX 
and 1] 
more 12 
veapolis 13 xX 
Buffalo 14 
Cincinnati I 
Milwaukee 16 
Kansas City 17 
Houston 18 
Providence 19 
Seattle | 20 
Portland, Oreg 21 
New Orleans 22 
Atlanta 23 
;-Fort Worth_... 24/51 xX 
j 25 
ll 26 
27 xX 
Birmingham 28 
Norfolk-Portsmouth 29 
Indianapol 30 
Woreester 31 
New Haven-Waterbury 32 
San Diego 33 4 
Youngstown 34 
Alt y-Schenectad) 35 
Bridgeport 36 
Columbus, Ohio 37 
Sin Antonio 38 
Miami 39 
Rochester 40 
Memphis 4] 
Spring ield-Hclyok« 42 
Dayton 43 
Allentown-Bethlehem 44 | 
Akron 45 | 
Tampa-St. Petersburg 46 | 
Toledo 47 | 
Wilkes-Barre-Hazelton | 48 | | 
Fall River-New Bedford. 49 | () | 
Omaha, Nebr... 50 | | 
Total | } 10 


3 VHF 
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1 Omitted from FCC list. 
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Second 50 markets in order of market rank 


City 


Fort Worth 


W heeling-Steubenville 


racuse 
Knoxville 
Phoenix 


Richmond 
Oklahoma City 
Nashville 
Charleston, W. Va 
Jacksonville 
Harrisburg 
Johnstown, Pa 
San Jose, Calif 
Grand Rapids 
tt 1-Rome 
( ton, Ohio 
Bernardino 
coma 
icramento 
sno 
t Lake City 
int 
Vilmineton, Del 
‘ranton 
teading 
yuluth-Superior 
eoria 


meg eet et et ed ID ed 


ulsa 
Huntington-Ashland 
( ittanooga 
Lancaster 
Moline 
rrenton 
Mobile 

Des Moines 
Whichita 
Spokane 
Erie 

South Bend, Ind 

York 

Stockton 

El Paso 

Charlotte, N. C 
Beaumont-Point Arthur. 
Little Rock 

Greensbdoro-High Point, N. C 
Brockton, Mass , : 
Binghamton, N. Y 

Fort Wayne, Ind 

Shreveport 

Lansing, Mich 


Total 


Market 
rank 


55 


56 


eo 


59 
60 
61 

62 
63 
64 
45 


66 


SBS 


jw“ 
> Oe OR 


1 
IS 


1 Fort Worth included under Dallas-Fort Worth. 


? Omitted from FCC list 


Market rank 


lito 10 
ll to 20 
21 to 30 
1 to 40 
41 to 50 
1 to 60 


81 to 90 


jl to 101 


Total 


Fort Worth included in Dallas. 


First 100 markets—in groups 
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Mr. Srorer. In another 35 of the first 100 markets, to which only 
UHF or no more than 1 VHF channel have been allocated, 3 or more 
services can likewise be available for network affiliation, provided 
economic support exists. 

Only in the 29 2-VHF cities do the 2 major leading networks have 
a distinct temporary advantage, and if these cities are large enough 
to support 3 or more services, then, in our opinion, both UHF and 
VHF will be feasible and available for affiliation with the third and 
fourth networks. 

It is to be noted that during the freeze years, only 63 television 
markets were available for network service, yet, with this limited 
circulation, all 4 network services were established and have devel- 
oped. We fail to see why no opportunity exists for the third and 
fourth networks. What actually has been urged here is a plea, 
not for opportunity, but for economic and competitive parity. 

Competitive parity in the free enterprise system, however, can only 
be achieved through attainment of comparable or better products and 
services. This is particularly true in radio and television where 
public acceptance of program service is the sole determining factor 
of success. As a matter of fact, the status of the 4 networks, as evi- 
denced by a tabulation of their total billings for the years 1949 to 
1954, which I have here submitted, indicates to the contrary, that a 
continuing growth of all 4 networks in each successive year has 
occurred. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(Network television billings, 1949-54, is as follows:) 


Network television billings, 1949-54 








| | 
Year ABC CBS | Du Mont NBC 

| 
1949 | $1, 391, 991 $3, 446, 893 | $995, 525 $6, 500, 104 
1950 | 6,628,652 | 12,954,531 | 4, 500, 000 21, 185, 692 
1951 : : 18, 585, 911 42,470,844} 7, 761, 505 59, 171, 452 
1952 18,353,003 | 69,058,548 | 10, 140, 656 83, 242, 573 
1953 | 91/110.680 | 97,465,809 | 12.374. 330 95, 658, 551 
1954 (Januery-April 10, 478, 129 42, 980, 081 4, 827, 665 41, 642, 160 


Network radio billings, 1949-54 






| 
Year ABC CBS | Mutual NBC 
a 2 . | saaiseiaiaiiienetens 
| 
1949 | $42,342,854 | $63,493, 583 | $18, 040, 5¢8 $64, 013, 296 
1950 |} 35, 124, 625 70, 744,669 | 16,061,977 51, 37, 651 
1951_- 33, 708. 846 68, 784, 773 | 17, 900, OFS 
1952 35, 023,033 | 59,511,209 | 20, 992, 100 
1953 29, 826, 123 62, 381, 207 23, 158, 000 
1954 (January-April 10, 457, 574 20, 416, 980 7, 588, 134 


Source: Publishers Information Bureau. 
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Radio net time sales, 1952-58 
Percent as Percent 
1952 953 

total 195: total 
I iles $239, 631, 000 50. 6 $257, 254, 000 51.6 
il spot (nonnetwork 123. 658. 000 26. 1 144, 595, 000 | 29.0 
i] network sales 102, 528, 000 21.7 89. 528. O00 | 18.0 
il network sak 7, 334, 000 1.6 7, 051, 000 1.4 
Total. ... 473, 151, 000 100. 0 498, 426, 000 | 100. 0 

| 

1954 Broadcasting Yearbook—Marketbook Issue, p. 13. Figures for 1953 are estimates All 
ir? net tine sales, after all frequency and promotional discounts but before deduction of advertising 
isa commissions Figures represent amounts snent by advertisers on radio Network figures de t 
' ent the net anountr ved by the stations affiliated with the network, which generally amounts to 


sbout 30 percent of the network total 


Television net time sales, 1951-52 


Percent e | Percent 
195 1952 
1 total P | total 
| 

] sl sales $51, 304, 000 24.7 $70, 501, 000 24.4 
National spot (nonnetwork) ... 59, 733, 000 | 28.7 82, 711, 000 28. 6 
Network sales 97, 088, 000 46. 6 135, 614, 000 | 47.0 
Total . > 208, 125, 000 100.0 | 288, 826, 000 | 100.0 
1953 Telecastfng Yearbook, p. 9. Figures for 1952 are estimates. All figures are net time sales, 
frequency and promotional discounts, but before deduction of advertising and sales commissions 





wese nt amounts spent by advertisers on television Network figures do not represent the net 


int received by the stations affiliated with the networks, which generally amounts to about 30 percent 
of the network total. 


Sources OF STATION TELEVISION BILLINGS 


The following is a tabulation of material shown in graph form in Annual 
Data Book for 1954 of Television magazine, page 81. Concerning this survey, 
Annual Data Book states: 

“What share of station billings come from the networks—from national spot 
advertisers—from local accounts? Charted below are the results of a nation- 
wide survey made by Television magazine. Based on reports from 200 stations, 
including all types of operations and markets, the percentages on the chart rep- 
resent the share of billings averaged in each market-size category. Markets 
are grouped according to set circulation as of January 1,1954. Since the billings 
picture in new markets differs considerably from that of the prefreeze stations, 
the two groups have been analyzed separately.” 


Prefreeze stations 


| | 
r ? ‘ 
Set circulation | ea Network Local 
nsbishbsislenteiadbailiail Miia | arid ha aa : 
Percent | Percent Percent 
500,000 to 1,000,000. ... ° ----] 37.0 28.0 35. 0 
390,000 to 500,000 : | 45.0 25.0 30.0 
200,000 to 300,000 wa gs wih 39.0 31.0 30. 0 
100,000 to 200,000 | 45.0 29.0 | 26. 0 


Average __.. = “ | 41.5 28. 25 | 30. 25 
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Postfreeze stations 


National 





Set circulation spot | Network | Local 
| 
| 
F ercent | Percent Percent 
200,000 to 300,000 iad al 27.0 | 30.0 43.0 
100,000 to 200,000 bak aia | 34.0 20.0 46.0 
50,000 t» 100,000. | 35.0 17.0 48.0 
25,000 to 50,000 : . bag al on 29,0 15.0 56.0 
Under 25,000_. | 28.0 | 9.0 | 63.0 
~ acemesbanantiod apiiesianeneatieaiiny 


Average. ....-...-.. a a mae — 30.6 18.2 | - 51.2 
| 


Mr. Srorer. The controlling question in the development of the 
ni ation wide television service is how many stations can be operated 
profitably in each market. The answer to this question controls the 
future not only of UHF but of VHF as well, and in turn the 
future of nationwide networks and other program services. We think 
an analysis of several market situations is best calculated to illustrate 
the economic realities which basically control these questions. 

In New York City, seven VHF stations were allocated and are now 
oerating. Four of these are owned and operated by network organiza- 
tions; three are independently owned and without network service. 
Five of the seven, including all four network stations, are, we under- 
stand, operating profitably in varying degrees. Two stations are still 
operating at a loss. 

This situation simply illustrates that in areas of large concentrations 
of population, affiliation with 1 of the 2 major networks is not an 
absolute requirement for profitable operation. It illustrates also, 
that even in the country’s most populous metropolitan area, seven 
VHF stations are beyond the prese nt limits of economic support. As 
we drop down the line in the first 100 markets, the economic limitations 
become increasingly severe as the population in each successive market 
declines. 

Currently, affiliation with 1 of the 2 major networks is a definite 
advantage in any market, but the third network right today is showing 
great signs of improvement and growth; and in our opinion, both the 
third and fourth networks will grow and develop just as rapidly as the 
economy will support a similar extension of the nationwide television 
service. 

The experience of the third station in Atlanta, Ga., affords a good 
index of the problem facing new television stations—both VHF and 
UHF. Atlanta is the 23d city in population rank, with 664,033 per- 
sons in the metropolitan area. Our company operates WAGA-TV 
on channel 5 in Atlanta. The Atlanta Journal operates WSB-TV 
on channel 2. Crosley Broadcasting Corp. has operated WLWA on 
channel 11 in Atlanta since January 1953, ti aking it over from a group 
of local persons who had operated the station since September 1951. 

As I have testified, WAGA-TYV, our station, showed regular operat- 
ing losses for 21 months before it got out of the red in September 1950. 

Crosley is a capable and experienced radio and television station 
operator. It owns and operates three prefreeze television stations in 
Cincinnati, Columbus, and Dayton, Ohio. Nevertheless, Crosley is 
still operating in the red in Atlanta and we are informed has had only 
2 months in which it showed a very small profit. I checked on that 
just recently as yesterday or the day before yesterday, and found those 
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small profits were on the order of $294 one month and about $2,000 the 
other month. 

The obvious conclusion, borne out by our experience in other cities, is 
that Atlanta cannot profitably support more than three television 
stations at this time. We cannot predict the future. The advent of 
color television and the growth of television advertising generally may 
change this picture, but at the present time the 23d market in the 
Nation cannot support four television stations. UHF would b> out 
of the question in this market, or in smaller markets. A fourth VHF 
station would also be in serious trouble. 

In our opinion, the problem is not the absence of four nationwide 
networks serving Atlanta. The problem is that in a market the size 
of Atlanta, television revenues are limited due to the cost-per-thou- 

sand of serving the population involved. A division of the audience, 

due to the existence of 4 networks on 4 separate stations in Atlanta, 
would not assure the success of the fourth station. At the prese nt 
time, the programs of all 4 networks are carried by the 3 stations. 
Our station and the Crosley station both carry Du Mont programs 
in addition to their regular CBS and ABC programs. 

Large capital investments are required to build television stations 
and operating costs are comparably high. Mr. du Mont has sug- 
gested that a television station can be operated at a slight profit on 
an income of $270,000 a year or $22,500 per month. If this be true, 
then our company operations need an immediate overhauling, because 
the average cost of operation for each of our television stations for 
the current past month of April 1954 was more than 3 times Dr. 
du Mont’s $22,500 figure. 

I might add, also, that in order to better serve the people in Detroit, 
Mich., and to give new rural service, we have just concluded build- 
ing a new 1,000-foot tower and an installation to achieve maximum 
power of 100,000 watts on channel 2 at an approximate cost of 
$750,000, and this is in addition to our original investment. 

I might additionally say that we are currently equipping for color, 
building a new studio building to adequately present television pro- 
grams of all kinds and color in particular, which will add another 
$750,000 onto this investment. We are finding that the business of 
being in television is a constant reinvestment matter and is becom- 
ing more and more = centuated due to the technical problems of color. 

Approximately 450,000 more television homes are now included 
within the coverage of our Detroit station in areas where service 
theretofore was at best, limited and inadequate, and in a substantial 
number of areas where no television service was previously available. 
We are making similar expeditures in other cities just as fast as the 
financial ability of our company will permit. Since 1927, the com- 
mencement of operations of our company, we have plowed back over 
75 percent of our earnings in bringing better service to the public. 

As long as investments of this size and operating costs of this 
magnitude exist, the number of stations which each individual area 
can support will be limited accordingly, but these present limitations 
are by no means the gage of the future, in my opinion. I look for a 
pattern of development much the same as that which attended the 
growth of radio. 
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I well remember the time when it was economic suicide for a local 
independent radio station to compete against major network affiliates 
with greater power and coverage in most markets. As radio became 
an increasingly important factor in the American home, the number 
of radio stations increased from approximately 600 to 2,700. 

I look in television for technological developments which in time 
will reduce the cost of operating equipment and for new techniques 
and laborsaving devices in technical operations. I look also for new, 
diversified, and cheaper program sources and services on the one hand, 
and increased effectiveness of the television service as an advertising 
medium on the other. 

All these factors, in my opinion, will in time permit the extension 
and expansion of a better television service, with increasing oppor- 
tunity for more stations, both UHF and V HF, to serve and survive 
in each individual community. This probable expectancy will, in my 

opinion, however, only mature if the development of the television 

broadcasting art is left to evolve under a free competitive system 
where the ingenuity and creative ability of the broadcasting and re- 
lated industries are given free play and opportunity, limited only 
by the “rules of the road” which the FCC has established and which 
it has effectively and fairly policed. This has been the pattern of 
development in the history of radio broadcasting and it will, I am 
sure, be the pattern for the future growth of television. 

This brings me to the several suggestions which in the considered 
opinion of our company will be helpful to the development of the 
nationwide television service, both as to VHF and to VHF. 

At the present time it is not possible for a television operator to 
remove the station which he operates from an overserved area to an 
underserved location. The past short period of television broad- 
casting has clearly demonstrated the fact that a concentration of tele- 
vision facilities in one geographical area, even as large as New York, 
may result in substantial loss, particularly for some independent non- 
network operations. Other areas close by, to which it would be prac- 
tical to move the unprofitable service, are currently deprived of the 
service by the inflexible rules of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission. 

As a case in point, I am personally acquainted with a television 
operator in New York City whose operating losses have run high into 
six figures each year to date, and this selfsame service could be “moved 
to some other nearby area which is at present greatly underserved and 
both the public and the operator would profit. This would be a natural 
sequence of events based upon the economic law of supply and de- 
mand. Other instances of the same situation can be cited. 

In the radio business, the Federal Communications Commission has 
permitted and even encouraged such improvement of service to the 
public by geographical changes of assignment, but in television such 
is not the case. We believe that the rules of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission should be amended forthwith to permit them to 
decide upon a case-by-case basis whether the public interest would be 
served by the adjustment of their allocation table. Presently, a tele- 
vision operator, such as my friend in New York, cannot remove his 
station to another area without being confronted with the necessity 
of first shutting down the service in ‘New York and secondly, facing 
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a comparative hearing with other applicants for the proposed service 
elsewhere. 

It may well be that a number of present UHF operators can improve 
their service by utilizing VHF facilities which will fit in their market 
and which may become available as a result of certain minor changes 
in the present allocation table. 

The same inflexibility exists in licensing policy. Our company, for 
example, was denied the right to apply for a television channel in our 
hometown of Miami because we then owned five VHF stations, even 
though we represented and agreed that we would accept a grant upon 
condition that we first dispose of one of our other television stations 
to comply with the multiple ownership rules. This meant that even 
to become an applicant, we would have had to sell and dispose of one 
of our operating properties before we could apply for a “bird in the 
bush.” Our ox was gored here, so eer! we are unreasonably pre- 
judiced, but the same point is equally applicable to Mr. Poller’s situa- 
tion in Milwaukee, and in his case, we dhoreughty agree that it is both 
unreasonable and inequitable that he should have been denied the 
right to apply for the new VHF channel at Whitefish Bay, which will 
well serve Milwaukee, without first disposing of his UHF station. 

In terms of public interest, cessation of this UHF service to Mil- 
waukee would have been unthinkable, yet Mr. Poller, under the Com- 
mission’s rules, was denied the right to apply for the superior VHF 
service which, as he points out, may for this reason endanger the con- 
tinuing successful operation of his present UHF station in this com- 
petitive market. Under the rules in radio, Mr. Poller would not only 
have had the right to apply for the VHF service to improve his ex- 
isting service, but his effort to do so would have weighed heavily 
in his favor as an applicant. 

We appreciate that the Commission’s rule was designed to prevent 

“strike” applications, but here also we feel absolute inflexibility should 
not outweigh and foreclose consideration of a situation such as Mr. 
Poller’s. I might explain that “strike” application is one which is 
put in pr imarily to prevent an applicant from obtaining a service in 
a community, sometimes at the instigation of people who already hs a 
the service in the community. I know of no way to avoid that, but 
usually the Commission can ferret out a strike application or a phony 
application, and I have to agree 100 percent with Mr. Poller that he 
should have been permitted to upgrade the service if he had the 
courage to commence. 

We feel that the right of present UHF licensees to apply for new 
VHF facilities, and even to request reallocation of VHF channels 
where the same can be accomplished within the limits of the Commis- 
sion’s engineering standards, may well be a solution to the individual 
competitive problems of UNF broadcasters in a number of communi- 
ties. Moreover, a switch from UHF to VHF wherever possible will 
inevitably result in an improvement of the television service to the 
public in every area. 

The Commission for several years has been strongly attracted to the 
solution of its technical and licensing policies by inflexible rule. 
While the radio service prospered under a flexible policy in the ad- 
ministration of the radio rules, the television service is confined within 
relatively ironclad rules. In addition to the inflexibility in per- 
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mitting changes in the allocation plan, which I have mentioned above, 
the Commission presently has other rules which, in my opinion, ham- 
per the development of the television service : 

1. The rules do not permit the use of satellite or booster stations 
for the purpose of increasing the coverage of television stations, either 
VIF or UHF, where such additional coverage is needed by the public. 
Boosters or satellites can be designed in many areas as a means for 
equalizing the coverage of UHF and VHF stations, especially where 
they could be effective in filling in “shadow” areas caused by rough 
terrain. In case that has not been discussed in prior presentations 
by other witnesses, the boosters are very low-power television stations 
on the same channel, usually behind hilly areas, and satellites are very 
low-power stations on diflerent channels which pick up the signal 
by means of a microwave arrangement, and in the case of very remote 
rural areas would be a great service to farms and ranches. 

I happen to have spent a good deal of time and grew up part of 
the time out in Colorado. I feel that the addition of low-power 
boosters and/or satellites would be of immense value to the rural 
population. 

2. The present multiple ownership rules preclude the grant of two 
television stations to the same person where the two stations serve 
“substantially the same area.” In addition, the rules limit to five 
the total number of television stations owned by one person. If these 
rules are applied literally, as we must except they will be, the Federal 
Communications Commission would not authorize satellite stations 
in conflict with the multiple ownership rules, because a satellite sta- 
tion operates on a separate frequency from the master station and 
might well be counted as a second station. 

3. The rules also limit the use of directional antennas by television 
stations very strictly. The restrictions in the rules are so severe that 
as a practical matter directional antennas are not used in VHF tele- 
vision with one or two minor exceptions. 

Finally, in the area of flexibility, there is the question of absolute 
numerical limitation upon the number of stations which may be owned 
by any one licensee or licensees under common control. Under the 
present Federal Communications Commission rule, the ownership of 
more than 7 AM and 5 television stations is absolutely prohibited and 
deemed by the Commission to be a concentration of control contrary to 
the public interest. 

The Commission has pending, however, a notice of proposed rule 
making to extend the ownership from 5 to 7 television stations, no 
more than 5 of which can be in the VHF band. The Commission has 
stated that this proposal to relax the multiple ownership rule is in- 
tended as an incentive to multiple owners, including networks, to 
participate in the ownership and development of UHF television 
stations. Our company supports the proposed rule as a step in the 
right direction and is in complete agreement with the Commission 
that the proposal will result in more impetus and support to the 
UHF service in many markets. Comments filed to date in this rule 
making proceeding indicate that other multiple owners, including 
major networks, are of a like mind and will under take to build or 
otherwise acquire UHF stations in markets where the service is eco- 
nomically feasible. 
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Our company has already taken a major step in this direction 
and has pending before the Commission an application for the trans- 
fer of UHF station KPTYV in Portland, Oreg. I might add, that if 
this application is approved, our company will pay upwards of $2 
million to the present licensee of KPTV, for the privilege of going for- 
ward with UHF service, and this is the most persuasive evidence we 
have to offer that we believe in the future of the UHF service and in 
its ability to compete against VHF, even in Pertland where there will 
be three VHF services available. 

It is very likely to be a long pull before all of the handicaps of the 
UHF service are fully equated, even in a market such as Portland, 
Oreg., where the UHF service came first in point of time, and the 
conversion problem is thus minimized. A substantial investment to 
improve the facilities of this station must be made at the earliest 
vossible moment if it is to survive against present and anticipated 
VHF competition. We are willing to take the gamble and to risk our 
capital upon the outcome. We feel certain the networks and other 
multiple owners will make similar ventures as soon as they are per- 
mitted to do so. 

Reverting to the multiple ownership rules, we originally had an 
unwritten limit of seven for radio. When FM came along the limit 
was fixed at six. In television the limit was first 3 and later increased 
to 5. The Commission’s proposed rule is again to be 7 in television, 
no more than 5 of which can be in the VHF band. 

Senator Johnson’s bill, S. 3095, proposes a flexible rule of 5 VHF 
or in lieu of 1 VHF, that a licensee be granted 2 UHF stations on a 
graduated scale of 2 for 1 up to a maximum of 10 UHF stations. One 
witness here has proposed a limit of 5 VHF stations plus 50 percent 
interests in 5 additional UHF stations. One witness thinks no person 
should be allowed to own more than one radio or television station. 

Dr. Du Mont urges that networks should be entitled to own more 
television stations than independent operators because, in his opinion, 
a network service makes a greater contribution in the public interest 
than do the independent broadcasters. Dr. Du Mont would peg the 
upper limit for network at 11 television stations. We and other 
independent broadcasters could as well urge that we should be entitled 
to own more television stations than networks for equally valid 
reasons, 

Now, where do all these different opinions lead us? 

We think they lead to the conclusion that only on an individual, 
case-by-case basis can these questions of multiple ownership be intel- 
ligently and effectively resolved in the public interest. We point to 
the Commission as eminently qualified to make these decisions and as 
a matter of basic licensing policy we feel that the Commission should 
accept and discharge this responsibility. 

The inflexibility of television rules is a reversal of the policy which 
the Federal Communications Commission followed in radio for many 
years. The merits of flexible administration was proved conclusively 
by the growth and development of the radio broadcast service. In all 
fairness to the Commission, we recognize that this present policy of 
inflexibility has been borne of administrative convenience and, no 
doubt, the Commission would use the term “administrative necessity.” 
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We fully appreciate the multiplicity and complexity of the prob- 
lems which have confronted the Commission these past few years. 
The workload has been tremendous, but it is our considered opinion 
that the dynamics of the television broadcast service during this vital 
period of growth and development must not be subordinated to admin- 
istrative convenience or even necessity. 

Let me tell you also what these numerical limits have done to our 
company from a practical business point of view. We owned and 
operated 7 radio stations when the limit on television stations was 
fixed at 5. In each of our seven radio communities the public looked 
to us to go forward with the development of television and provide 
the same type of service in this new medium that we had rendered in 
radio. Moreover, our staff in each of these seven stations regarded 
television as a natural and necessary extension of our radio service. 
Because we were limited at the outset to 5 television stations, we had 
to decide which 2 of our 7 children would be denied this opportunity. 
In both Miami and in Wheeling where we have operated radio stations 
for 10 and 23 years, respe ctively, we have had cumulative reason to 
know that the public feels we let it down because our 5 television sta- 
tions were acquired elsewhere. Our employees at these two radio 
stations feel equally resentful that they will be denied participation 
in the television broadcasting service, and this has been increasingly 
evidenced by a decline in morale and business at both stations. 

Unless we sell these two radio stations to other persons who can 
qualify as television licensees, no combined radio and television opera- 
tion is possible for these stations. From a business point of view, 
combined radio-television operation under the same management and 
control is a natural development. It permits and creates definite 
advantages in terms of cost duplication and integrated service to the 
community. 

I might say also that radio and television are both in a period of 
transition. It is not unlike the silent motion-picture transition into 
the sound and sight movies. We hope and we anticipate that radio 
due to the fact that it has mobility can be used in automobiles, plus 
a large in-the-house audience away from the main television receiver, 
and the fact that you can also perform other functions in the home, 
particularly the ladies in their housework can follow radio whereas 
it is difficult to do that when they are looking at a television set. We 
do hope that radio will continue to be a strong service. 

However, I must confess that latterly the impact of television in the 
markets that we operate has been most severe and we only hope that 
we can continue to give good radio service. 

Truth to tell, in one of our operations television currently is sup- 
porting one of our radio operations which would otherwise be un- 
profitable. 

We will never understand why it was in the public interest that we 
be permitted to serve 7 communities in radio, yet be limited to 5 cities 
in television. It is, of course, problematical whether or not we would 
have received grants or otherwise have acquired television stations at 
Miami and Wheeling. 
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» to insert these two charts on the 


status of VHF educational television reservations. 


Senator Porrrer. It will be made 


(Status of VHF educational telev 


Status of VHF education 


A. EDUCATIONAL 


a part of the record at this point. 
islon reservations is as foliows:) 


val television reservations 


ATIONS ON THE AIR 


City Channel Call 
Houston, Tex 8} KUHT 
Pittsburgh, Pa 13 | WQED 
St. Louis, Mo 9| KETC 

B. CONSTRUCTION PERMITS GRANTED FOR EDUCATIONAL STATIONS 
City Channel Call or company 

Mount Cheaha, Ala 7 Alabama Educational Television Committee 
Berkeley, Calif y KQED 
Denver, Colo ( KRMA 
Miami, Fla 2| WTHS-TV 
Champaign-Urbana, Il 12| WTLC 
Chicago, Ul 11 | Chicago Educational Television Foundation 
Manhattan, Kans 8 | KSAC-TV 
Boston, Mass 2' WGBH-T\ 
St. Louis, Mo 9} KETC 
Chapel Hill, N. C 4; WUNC-TV 
Oklahoma City, Okla 13 | Oklahoma Educational Television Authority 
Seattle, Wash 9| KUOW-TYV. 


C, APPLICATIONS PENDING F 
City 


Channe 


Birmingham, Ala. 


‘OR EDUCATIONAL STATIONS 


} 


Name of applicant 


10 | Birmingham Area Educational Television Asso- 
ciation, Ine 
Sacramento, Calif 6 North Central California Association for Educa 
tional Television, Ine 
Denver, Colo 6 | KRMA-TY, School District No. 1 
Gainesville, Fla 5 | University of Florida, WRUF 
Jacksonville, Fla 7 | Educational Television, Inc 
Savannah, Ga 9 | Board of Public Education for the city of Savannah 
and county of Chatham 
Lawrence, Kans ll | University of Kansas, KF KI 
Nashville, Tenn 2 | Nashville Educational Television Foundation 
San Antonio, Tex 9 | San Antonio Council for Educational Television 
Milwaukee, Wis 10 | Board of Vocational and Adult Education. 
Do 10 | Wisconsin State Radio Couneil 
Memphis, Tenn 10 | Memphis Community Television Foundation. 
Oklahoma City, Okla 11 | Oklahoma Educational Television Authority. 





1 United States possessions and Territories not inch 


ided. 
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Status of VHF educational television reservations—Continued 


D. EDUCATIONAL CHANNELS FOR WHICH NO APPLICATION HAS BEEN FILED 





City Channel || City Channel 


Phoenix, Ariz_. ‘ | 8 || Gallup, N. Mex 

Tucso ), Ariz | Roswell, N. Mex 

Fayetteville, Ark Santa Fe, N. Mex 

Little Rock, Ark Silver City, N. Mex 

Boulder, Colo Grand Forks, N. Dak_- 

Pueblo, Colo Minot, N. Dak 

Tallahassee, Fla Tulsa, Okla 

St. Peterst ure -Tampa, Fla Corvallis, Oreg 

Athens, Ga Eugene, Oreg._. . 
Boise, Idaho Portland, Oreg keeudibin ¢euineees 
Des Moines, Iowa Charleston, s.Cc pnideeininl 

Towa City, Iowa Brookings, 8. Dak ____- 

New Orle.ns, La Vermillion, 8. Dak 

Orono, Maine Lexington, Tenn- nll as 
Duluth-Sunerior, Wis Sneedville, Tenn_----.-- stp eeensnnt ls 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn___. a Amarillo, Tex saan 

State College, Miss | College Station, Tex__..-.-- 

Billings, Mont : | Dallas, Tex . ape" 

Bezeman, Mont | ee ed 

Butte, Mont. ae OS™, 

Miles City, Mont | Salt Lake City, Utah_____- 

Missoula, Mont ; | 
Las Vegas, Nev 

Durham, N. H 

Albuquerque, N. Mex 


— 


_ 


~ -— 


_ 
DRANOnnN wwnNK Nw DwWOO4-A2nwnooww 


_ _ _ 
OnNOK Nw ONwONK + DH DNNWwW 


_ 


Pullman, Ws ash. 

Spokane, Wash 

Weston, W. Va-_-_-_- ‘ 
Laramie, Wyo_-_. oo enaad 


a-o- 


| 


Source: TV Digest Factbook No. 18, Jan, 15, 1954, and weekly supplements. 


Mr. Storer. We well recognize the fear and concern of both the 
Congress and the Commission that multiple ownership will achieve 
monopolistic proportions and wield an unreasonable power and influ- 
ence over the dissemination of public intelligence through control 
of the radio and television medium. 

From a practical point of view, the measure of this concern on 
the part of the Commission is evidenced by its present policy of 
inflexible limitation upon ownership. Not only do we think that this 
limitation is too extreme, but it fails to take into account the many 
diverse factors which might constitute unreasonable concentration of 
control or monopoly. 

We fail to see, for example, why ownership of 10, 20 or even more 
local radio or television stations located in relatively small cities 
throughout the country poses a greater threat to the public interest as 
a concentration of control than does ow nership of a lesser number 
of high power stations serving the great metropolitan population 
centers. 

I want to emphasize in using the figure 10 or 20, we have no ambi- 
tions in our company along those lines. Our chief concern is to be 
allowed to parallel our radio with TV stations. 

Somewhere the public interest will undoubtedly require that a line 
be drawn and an individual licensee told “this far and no further.” 

We feel that the Commission was intended, and should be required, 
to make this decision in each individual case and we would even 
urge, as a matter of policy, that this subcommittee give serious con- 
sideration to an amendment to the Communications Act which will 
preserve continuing flexibility in the exercise of the licensing power 
and vest responsibility for its administration in the Commission. 

I think one other matter should be carefully reexamined if we are 
to achieve maximum utilization of all VH channels and this is the 
matter of the allocations for noncommercial educational use. 
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To date, only a limited number of educational institutions have 
either applied for or found it financially possible to go forward with 
educational television grants. 

The educational groups throughout the country should be given 
every reasonable opportunity to utilize these allocations, but it is 
certainly not in the public interest that these channels reserved for 
education remain unused indefinitely. 

The educational allocations were made in June 1952 and, although 2 
years have already elapsed, many of these allocations remain unap- 
plied for. 

I might say, in passing, also, that our company in Birmingham, 
Ala., has agreed to turn over a transmitter and tower and some 
$175,000 worth of equipment, plus the use of our studios, for 114 hours 
per day, 5 days a week. 

In San Antonio we have made a similar offer to the educational 
interests there. In fact, our policy, without enumerating every city, 
is substantially that. 

We want to help. We feel the Commission and the radio and the 
television business have been good to us and we want to do our part; 
but we do feel that some cutoff date should be fixed beyond which 
these noncommercial educational channels, if not then utilized, will 
thereafter become available for commercial use. 

Our company also supports Senator Johnson’s proposal for the 
removal of the excise tax on UHF receivers and commends this 
subcommittee for its like support and recommendations to the Senate 
Finance Committee for its inclusion in the current revenue act. 

Our company has no doubt that the inclusion of all channel tuners 
in home television receivers is the ultimate answer to the UHF con- 
version problem, and, however this result may be achieved, it is clearly 
of vital importance to the growth and development of the UHF 
service. 

We join with this subcommittee in hoping that the manufacturers 
of UHF receiving equipment will resolve this question by voluntary 
action, and any tax or other incentive to achieve this result is, in 
our opinion, most desirable. It is the very crux of the present UHF 
situation, and we feel the only serious area of present concern. 

In summation, I respectfully recall the following six points of 
observation to the attention of the subcommittee: 

(1) The Federal Communications Commission has acted not only 
wisely but with a singular degree of understanding and intelligence 
in providing nationwide television service based upon 314 years of 
study during the so-called freeze period—and I am not making this 
statement to butter up the FCC. It is a fact. 

(2) The American public is the chief party in interest. They 
have billions of dollars invested in the present good and improving 
television service. Neither the Congress, the FCC, nor the broad- 
casters can now break faith with those millions of people who enjoy 
this wonderful source of intelligence and entertainment. 

(3) Because the VHF television service is technically superior 
to UHF, the right of the public to receive the best possible service 
at all times must be the sole measure of the future growth and develop- 


ment of both the VHF and UHF service. The ‘future of UHF can 
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only be determined by the need which exists for this service in each 
individual community and by the measure of economic support which 
is coexistent. The public must not be shortchanged to compensate 
or improve the economic problems of individual broadcasters. 

(4) Flexibility in the application of the Commission’s allocation 
rules and in its licensing policies will achieve more effective and 
diversfied utilization of existing VHF and UHF channels. This 
policy of flexibility should be initiated at once. 

(5) Limitations upon multiple ownership should be resovled on 
an individual basis in light of all of the circumstances which are 
material to the public interest and should not be determined by arbi- 
trary numerical limitation. 

(6) The allocation of VHF channels for noncommercial educational 
use should be reexamined in the light of present need and a cutoff date 
should be fixed, beyond which all educational channels not then utilized 
should be released for commercial purposes. 

Again, our company wishes to express its appreciation for your 
courtesy in permitting us this opportunity to present our views. 

Thank you. 

Senator Scuorrren.. Senator Bowring, do you have any questions? 

Senator Bowrtne. No. Thank you. 

Senator Scuorrrer. Thank you, Mr. Storer, for your statement. 

Mr. Srorer. Thank you. 

Senator ScHorrreL. We have a number of witnesses here, and we 
want to move on through; and I might say Senator Potter was com- 
pelled to leave, to be in attendance at another important committee 
function and he will return as soon as that is concluded, which looks 
like it might be today. 

The next witness is Ted Pierson, of Pierson & Ball of this city. 


STATEMENT OF W. THEODORE PIERSON, PIERSON & BALL, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C., REPRESENTING 82 OPERATING VHF TELEVISION 
STATIONS AND 20 PERMITTEES FOR VHF TELEVISION STATIONS 
AND 33 APPLICANTS FOR VHF TELEVISION FACILITIES 


Mr. Pierson. Mr. Chairman, my name is W. Theodore Pierson. 
The last name is spelled P-i-e-r-s-o-n. 

I am a member of the law firm of Pierson & Ball, in Washington, 
D.C. 

I have been engaged in the practice of law for approximately 15 
years before the Federal Communications Commission. 

I appear here on behalf of 82 VHF operators, 20 VHF permittees 
who are in the process of building their stations but have not yet 
commenced operation, and 33 V HF applicants who are currently 
engaged in the course of Saauintie. 

I would like to state this is an informal group that was formed for 
the sole purpose of presenting testimony to this committee. 

I have circulated to the committee what we have marked “VHF 
Group Exhibit No. 1,” so that the committee will have before it the 
basis for the composition of the group. 

The exhibit contains telegrams sent to all VHF stations, to all VHF 
permittees, and to all VHF applicants. It then contains a list of the 
stations, the permittees, and the applicants who responded to the tele- 
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gram shown in the first part of the exhibit and stated their support 
for the position stated in the telegram. 

There is a slight qualification on that. I believe in 1 or 2 instances 
a respondent did not approve the position we took in its entirety. We 
have indicated that by a footnote in the list. 

I request that the exhibit be made a part of the hearing record. 

Senator ScuorrreL. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 

(Telegram sent to all permittees of VHF stations not yet on the air :) 


Piprson & Batt, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1954. 

The undersigned informal group has determined to participate through its 
representatives in the Potter hearings—Senate subcommittee investigating UHF 
problems—and has retained the law firm of Pierson & Ball for this purpose. 
In general we will oppose the following proposals made by the UHF group and 
its advocates; The elimination of intermixture of VHF and UHF; the alloca- 
tion of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively; the imposition of 
any freeze upon application proceedings or upon the issuance of operating 
authority covering permits already granted; and the reduction and limitation 
of the coverage areas of VHF stations. We propose to support the following 
proposals made in the hearings: All reasonable and proper steps to encourage 
production and distribution of receiving sets having all-channel tuners, and 
the use of booster stations to improve service inside a station’s coverage area. 
We intend to make as many constructive suggestions as possible as to how the 
economic and program resources of the industry will be expanded, but intend 
to oppose those proposals that would have an adverse effect upon the whole 
medium in its attempt to get revenue and programs. 

If you support these views will you please wire Pierson & Ball, 1007 Ring 
Building, Washington, D. C., to that effect, and authorize them to disclose your 
support to the Senate committee. In addition we believe it desirable to incor- 
porate into the record any facts and views you individually may wish to express 
in a signed written statement, particularly with respect to the amount of money 
already spent and additional amounts obligated in performing the construc- 
tion authorized in your permit, and the adverse effect upon the public should 
your authority be delayed or obstructed. It would be appreciated if such a 
statement would be limited to 1,000 words; and to be useful, it should be in 
possession of our counsel not later than June 2. 

J. Leonard Reinsch, WEONAR 
PAvuL R. BARTLETT, 
Hueu HAaAtrr. 
JACK HARRIS. 
J. LEONARD REINSCH. 
L. H. Rogers. 
P. A, Suga. 
H. W. SLAVICK. 
Rosert D. Swezey. 


(Telegram sent to all VHI television stations on the air both licensed and 

STA :) 
Prerson & BALt, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1954. 

The undersigned informal group has determined to participate through its 
representatives in the Potter hearings—Senate subcommittee investigating UHF 
problems—and has retained the law firm of Pierson & Ball for this purpose. 
In general we will oppose the following proposals made by the UHF group and 
its advocates: The elimination of intermixture of VHF and UHF; the alloca- 
tion of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively ; the imposition of any 
freeze upon application proceedings or upon the issuance of operating authority 
covering permits already granted; the reduction and limitation of the coveraze 
areas of VHI stations. We propose to support the following proposals made in 
the hearings: All reasonable and proper steps to encourage production and 
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distribution of receiving sets having all-channel tuners, and the use of booster 
stations to improve service inside a station’s coverage area. We intend to make 
as many constructive suggestions as possible as to how the economic and pro- 
gram resources of the industry will be expanded, but intend to oppose those 
proposals that would have an adverse effect upon the whole medium in its 
attempt to get revenue and programs. 

If you support these views will you please wire Pierson & Ball, 1007 Ring 
Building, Washington, D. C., to that effect and authorize them to disclose your 
support to the Senate committee. In addition we believe it desirable to incorpo- 
rate into the record any facts and views you individually may wish to express 
in a signed written statement, particularly with respect to difficulties experi- 
enced by your station in early stages of operation with respect to set circulation, 
program resources, and economic support, together with a statement of the money 
risked and the losses incurred. It would be desirable to include in such a state- 
ment an estimate of the number of unconverted receiving sets in your community 
that would be made obsolete in the event of the elimination of VHF in your 
area. It would be appreciated if such a statement would be limited to 1,000 
words and, to be useful, it should be in the possession of our counsel no later 
than June 2. 

Pau R. BARTLETT. 
HucuH HALrF. 

JACK HARRIS. 

J. LEONARD REINSCH. 
L. H. RocErs. 

P. A. Suaea, 

H. W. SLavick. 
Rosert D. Swezey. 





(Telegram sent to all VHF applicants for television stations :) 


PIERSON AND BALL, 
May 28, 1954. 

The undersigned informal group has determined to participate through its 
representatives in the Potter hearings—Senate subcommittee investigating UHF 
problems——and has retained the law firm of Pierson and Ball for this nurpose. 
In general, we will oppose the following proposals made by the UHF group 
and its advocates: The elimination of intermixture of VHF and UHF; the 
allocation of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively ; the imposition 
of any fre.ze upon application proceedings or upon the issuance of operating 
authority covering permits already granted; the reduction and limitation of 
the coverage areas of VHF stations. We propose to support the following 
proposals made in the hear’ngs: All reasonable and proper steps to encourage 
production and distribution of receiving sets having all-channel tuners, and 
the use of booster stations to improve service inside a station’s coverage area. 
We intend to make as many constructive surgostions as possible as to how 
the economic and pregram resources of the industry will be expanded, but intend 
to op; ose those proposals that would have an adverse effect upon the whole 
medium in its attempt to get revenue and programs. 

If you support these views, w‘ll you please wire Pierson and Ball, 1007 Rng 
Buildinz, Washincton, D. C., to that effect and authorize them to disclose \our 
support to the Scnuate committee. In addition, we believe it desirable to incor- 
porate into the record any facts and views you individually may wish to express 
in a signed written statement, particularly with respect to the history of your 
interest in television, the circumstances of your dec’sion to apply for VHF 
instead of UHF, the amount of the cost or estimated cost of prosecuting yc ur 
application, and the amount of money already spent on application proceedin7zs 
with an estimate o° the total cost to a final decision. It would be appreciated 
if such a written statem nt would be l'mited to 1,000 words, and to be useful, 
it should be in possession of our counsel no later than June 2. 


Pau. R. Bartlett, 
Huit Hai FF. 

Jack Haris. 

J. LEONARD REINSCH. 
L. H. Roe :rs. 

P. A. Suau. 

H. W. Siavick. 
Rosert D. Swezey. 
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OPERATING VHF TELEVISION STATIONS, AND PERMITTEES AND APPLICANTS For VHF 
TELEVISION STATIONS WHICH ARE SUPPORTING THE POSITION TAKEN BY THE 
INFORMAL VHI Group 

OPERATING STATIONS 


Station WABT-TV, P. O. Box 2553, Birmingham, Ala. 
Station WALA-TV, Mobile, Ala. 

Station KPHO-TV, Phoenix, Ariz. 

Station KERO-TV, Bakersfield, Calif. 
Station KSBW-TYV, Salinas, Calif. 

Station KRDO-TV, Colorado Springs, Colo. 
Station KFXJ-TV, Grand Junction, Colo. 
Station WNHC-TV, New Haven, Conn. 
Station WMAL-TV, Washington, D. C. 
Station WDEL-TV, Wilmington, Del. 
Station WSB-TV, Atlanta, Ga. 

Station WMAZ-TV, Macon, Ga. 

Station WTOC-TV, Savannah, Ga. 

Station KID-TV, Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
Station WHBF-TV, Rock Island, Ill. 
Station WOC-TV Davenport, Iowa. 
KTVD-TV, KBIZ, Inc., Ottumwa, Iowa. 
Television Station KTVH Hutchinson, Kans. 
Station WAVE-TYV, Lousiville, Ky. 

Station WHAS-TV, New Orleans, La. 
Station WMAR-TV, Baltimore, Md. 

Station SBZ—-TV, Boston, Mass. 

Station WNEM-TV, Bay City, Mich. 
Station WWJ-TV, Detroit, Mich. 

Station WKZO-TV, Kalamazoo, Mich. 
Station WJIM-TV, Lansing, Mich. 
KDAL-TV, Red River Broadcasting Co., Duluth, Minn. 
Station WCCO-TYV, St. Paul, Minn. 

Station WSLI-TV, Jackson, Miss. 

Station WTOK-TV, Meridian, Miss. 

Station KCMO-TV, Kansas City, Mo. 
Station KOOK-TV, Billings, Mont. 

Station KOLN-TYV, Lincoln, Nebr. 

Station KSWS-TV, Roswell, N. Mex. 
Station WNBF-TV, Binghamton, N. Y. 
Station WBEN-TV, Buffalo, N. Y. 

Station WVET-TV, Rochester, N. Y. 
Television Station WRGB, Schenectady, N. Y. 
Television Station WHEN, Syracuse, N. Y. 
Television Station WNCT, Greenville, N. C, 
Station WSJS-TV, Winston-Salem, N. C. 
Station WDAY-TV, Fargo, N. Dak. 

Station WKRC-TYV, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Television Station WLW-T, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Station WLW-C, Columbus, Ohio. 

Station WLW-D, Dayton, Ohio. 

Station WHIO-TV, Dayton, Ohio 

Television Station KWTV, Oklahoma City, Okla, 
Television Station KVAL, Eugene, Oreg. 
Station WJAC-TV, Johnstown, Pa. 

Station WGAL-TV, Lancaster, Pa. 

Station WCAU-TV, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Station WFIL-TV, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Television Station WPTZ, Philadelphia, Pa, 
Station WCSC-—TV, Charleston, S. C. 

Station KELO-TYV, Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 
Station WDEF-TV, Chattanooga, Tenn. 
Television Station WMCT, Memphis, Tenn, 
Station KRBC-TV, Abilene, Tex. 

Station KFDA-TV, Amarillo, Tex. 

Station WBAP-TYV, Fort Worth, Tex. 

Station KGBT-TV, Harlingen, Tex. 

Station KPRC-TYV, Houston, Tex. 
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OPERATING VHF TELEVISION STATIONS, AND PERMITTEES AND APPLICANTS FoR VHF 
TELEVISION STATIONS WHICH ARE SUPPORTING THE POSITION TAKEN BY THE 
INFORMAL VHF Group—Continued 


OPERATING STATIONS—continued 


Station KDUB-TYV, Lubbock, Tex. 
Station WOAI-TV, San Antonio, Tex. 
Station KCEN-TV, Temple, Tex. 
Station KFDX—-TV, Wichita Falls, Tex. 
Station KWFT-TYV, Wichita Falls, Tex. 
Station KDYL-TYV, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Station KSL-TV, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Station WTAR-TYV, Norfolk, Va. 
Station WSLS-TV, Roanoke, Va. 
Station KOMO-TY, Seattle, Wash. 
Station KTNT-TV, Tacoma, Wash. 
Station WSAZ-TV, Charleston, W. Va. 
Station WDSM-TY, Superior, Wis. 
Station WLW-A, Atlanta, Ga. 

Station WOW-TV, Omaha, Nebr. 


APPLICANTS 


The Mobile Television Corp., P. O. Box 1609, Mobile, Ala. 

WKRG-TY, Inc., Downtown Theater Building, Mobile, Ala. 

California Inland Broadcasting Co., KF RE, Fresno, Calif. 

Sacramento Broadcasters, Inc., Box 94, Sacramento, Calif. 

Sacramento Telecasters, Inc.,’ California State Life Building, Sacramento, Calif. 

Hartford Telecasting Co., Ine., T80 Windsor Street, Hartford, Conn. 

North Dade Video, Inc., Biscayne Building, Miami, Fla. 

WIRL Television Co., 115 North Jefferson Street, Peoria, TI. 

On the Air, Inc., 1001 Diamond Avenue, Evansville, Ind. 

Radio Station WIRE, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Radio Station KFH Co., KFH Building, Wichita, Kans. 

International Broadcasting Corp., Shreveport, La. 

KTBS, Inec., 312 East Kings Highway, Shreveport, La. 

Murray Carpenter & Associates, 35 Howard Street, Bangor, Maine 

Massachusetts Bay Telecasters, Inc., 10 Post Office Square, Boston, Mass, 

Triad Television Corp., Parma, Mich. 

Capitol Broadcasting Co., Inc., 130 South Salisbury Street, Raleigh, N. ©. 

Tulsa Broadcasting Co., 1850 South Boulder Street, Tulsa, Okla. 

Westinghouse Radio Stations, Portland, Oreg. 

Irwin Community Television, Co.; 407 Oak Street, Irwin, Pa. 

Allegheny Broadcasting Corp., Grant Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Westinghouse Broadcasting Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Pittsburgh Radio Supply House, Inc., Chamber of Commerce Building, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. 

Tri-Cities Television Corp., 310 State Street, Bristol, Tenn. 

Mountain City Television, Inc., care of Read House, Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Radio Station WBIR, Inc., 618 South Gay Street, Knoxville, Tenn. 

Tennessee Television, Inc., box 1390, Knoxville, Tenn. 

WREC Broadcasting Service, Hotel Peabody Building, Memphis, Tenn. 

Appalachian Broadcasting Corp., Cumberland and Front Streets, Bristol, Va. 

Huntington Broadcasting Corp., 1105 Fourth Avenue Huntington, W. Va. 

Badger Television, Inc., 110 East Main Street, Madison, Wis. 

Cream City Broadcasting, Inc., 2625 West Wisconsin Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis. 

WMBD, Inc., 212 South Jefferson Street, Peoria, I. 


PERMITTEES 


Alabama-F lorida-Georgia Television, Inc., Dothan, Ala. 

Deep South Broadeasting Co. (WSLA), box 1447, Montgomery, Ala. 
Montgomery Broadcasting Co., Inc. (WFSA), Montgomery, Ala. 
South Arkansas Television Co., Inc., Magnolia, Ark. 





? Approves all views stated in wire except use of booster stations. 
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OPERATING VHF TELEVISION STATIONS, AND PERMITTEES AND APPLICANTS For VHF 
TELEVISION STATIONS WHICH ARE SUPPORTING THE POSITION TAKEN BY THE 
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PERMITTEES—continued 


Standard Radio & Television Co., 702 Commercial Building, San Jose, Calif. 
KHOF, Radio Diablo, Inc., 798 Mateo Avenue, Stockton, ¢ salif. 

WEAT-TY, Inc., box 610, West Palm Beach, Fla. 

KPLC-TV, Calcasieu Broadcasting Co., Lake Charles, La. 

WJR, The Goodwill Station, Inc. Fisher Building, Flint, Mich. 

Mount Washington TV, Inc., Poland Spring, Maine. 

KGVO-TV, Mosby’s Inc., 127 East Main Street, Missoula, Mont. 

WGR Corp., 70 Niagara Street., Buffalo, N. Y. 

Great Northern Television, Inc, (WIRY TV), 301 Cornelia Street, Plattsburg, 

ME. 

Skyway Broadcasting Co. (WLOS-TV), box 2389, Battery Park Hotel, Asheville, 

N. C. 

Durham Broadcasting Enterprises, Inc. (WTIK), box 2009, Durham, N. C. 

Southern Broadcasting Co., Inc., 42 Tenth Avenue, Charleston, 8. C. 

Louis Wasmer, Davenport Hotel, Spokane, Wash. 

WKBH Television, Inc., 409 Main Street, La Crosse, Wis. 

M. & M. Broadcasting Co., Inc., Radio Park, Marinette, Wis. 

WAGE-TV, Peninsula Television, Inc., 2625 West Wisconsin Avenue, Mil- 
waukee, Wis. 

Tierney Co., 1111 Virginia Street East, Charleston, W. Va. 

Mr. Prerson. Of those who support the views of this group, 65 of 
them desired themselves to present information and express their 
views to this committee. Obviously, such a large number of witnesses 
would have been a tremendous burden upon this committee and we 
had no desire to offend to that extent. What we have done, therefore, 
is to suggest to those 65 interests that they prepare written statements, 
from which we have selected a list of 7 witnesses to present testimony 
which we hope fairly reflects the positions taken in the 65 written 
statements. 

The job has been assigned to me to give the background for the 
opinions we here express and to generally explain the position of the 
group with respect to each proposal made to this subcommittee—I 
should say with respect to each principal proposal. 

Six other witnesses will follow my testimony and will address 
themselves to particular situations which we believe are somewhat 
typical of the problems presented by the proposals made here. 

[ have not reduced all of my testimony to ws iting but only that por- 
tion that covers the background material of a legal and business 
nature. 

I wish to read that statement first and then proceed with an extempo- 
raneous discussion of the proposals that have been made here by some 
UHF stations and their advocates. 

I would like then to call the other six witnesses, after which I would 
like the opportunity to offer the written statements into the record. 

Senator Scnorrren. Those are the written statements that you have 
had forwarded to the committee? 

Mr. Pierson. As I understand, the committee has copies of the 
written statements, which will not be read here. I don’t wish to alarm 
the committee, but we will ask they be copied into the record at the 
= lusion of our last witness, who is Mr. Reinsch. 

I don’t know whether Mr. Zapple has changed the listing. There 
was one of our witnesses omitted from the list this mor ning, and that 
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is Mr. John W. Guider, of Mount Washington Television, Inc., and 
if our order works satisfactorily, he will appear after Mayor David 
Lawrence. 

The 70th Congress of the United States established the legal frame- 
work of a system of broadcasting for this Nation by the passage of 
the Radio Act of 1927, which legal framework was incorporated by 
the 74th Congress in the Communications Act of 1934. 

I believe we might say in view of that that the Communications Act 
is a rather nonpartisan effort. 

These legislative actions placed in legal focus the part that was to 
be played by each social force that is a factor in the success or the 
failure of the system. These social forces are the public, the Govern- 
ment, and private enterprise. The powers, the rights, and the func- 
tions of each are clearly established by this law. 

It would seem that in considering further legislative action or 
legislative persuasion in connection with this system of mass com- 
munication, we should have clearly in mind the elements, the pur- 
poses, and the modus operandi of this concept with which we are 
dealing. 

The “only proper purpose and objective of any system of broad- 
casting is to provide the means by which the public need will be 
satisfied. Not only the American system, but any such system has 
certain essential elements which can be rather accurately character- 
ized as consisting of technical capacity, programs, and money. 

By technical capacity, we mean that it requires that radio waves 
be made available that are free of interference and that equipment 
be supplied that can transmit and receive the signals carried by these 
waves. 

The element of programs embraces a public need for information 
via broadcasting and the ability to satisfy this need from our program 
resources. 

The element of money covers the requirement of economic resources 
sufficient to finance the broadcasting plant and the job of obtaining 
and transmitting the information the public needs and demands. 

The task of creating and supplying these various elements is one 
that might be assumed by government alone, by private enterprise 
alone, or by a division of function between the two. 

There have been a number of systems of broadcasting adopted 
throughout the world which might be classified generally as consist- 
ing of : 

(1) A government monopoly—that is, government ownership and 
operation of all of the facilities; 

(2) Private monopoly protected and regulated by government after 
the fashion of common carriers and public utilities; and 

(3) The operation of the system by private enterprises with gov- 
ernment performing only those functions that it alone can perform. 

The method adopted by this country to create and compound these 
elements of technical capacity, programs, and money into a system 
of broadcasting can be classified under a third category mentioned 
above; that is, ‘free enterprise was assigned the function of operating 
the system of broadcasting, with government performing only those 
functions that it alone could perform. 

The government allocates the frequencies; it checks to make cer- 
tain that they are used for the public purposes intended, and main- 
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tains a watchful eye to make certain that monopolistic obstacles do 
not raise that limit the potential capacity of the system to serve the 
public. 

Private enterprise with government encouragement develops, pro- 
duces, and distributes the equipment that is necessary to complete 
the technical capacity to communicate. 

The public demand for programs is voluntarily asserted by the 
public without restriction or mandate from government. 

The money—that is, the economic resources that are necessary to 
establish all elements of the system—is left to private enterprise to 
voluntarily supply. This includes the manufacture and distribution 
of equipment, the building and operation of broadcasting plants, and 
the suppliers of the services and products needed by eac +h. Stations’ 
operating costs are offset by revenue from those adv ertisers who volun- 
tarily find the medium useful. 

It is important to remember that, under this method of providing 
a broadcast service to the public, government requires no person to 
engage in any facet of this business and exercises the power in a few 
areas of permitting private persons to engage themselves if they, of 
their own volition, decide so to do. 

Government does not supply the programs or the capital; it does 
not order ee to produce equipment, the public to buy 
it or tune it in, persons to build and operate stations, or others to 
produce and ben ply programs. It does not regulate programs, rates, 
profits, or lawful business practices, but leaves this to competition, 
within and without the medium, to be the natural regulator of the 
quantity and quality of service that is furnished to the public and 
furnished to those who otherwise rely upon it as a means of communi- 
cation, such as advertisers. 

The motives for the adoption of such a system would seem to lie 
both in the devotion of our people to the principle that free enterprise, 
with only necessary governmental interference, is the soundest system 
for providing the public with the services and the products it requires ; 
and also, in certain constitutional limitations upon the power of the 
United States Government. 

Whatever the motive, experience to date has clearly established that 
there is great genius in ‘this system. It is the most free and the most 
comprehensive system of broadcasting in the world. Our television 
broadcasting is the most advanced in the world. It has accomplished 
in its short life fabulous achievements in terms of satisfying the needs 
of our national community for rapid and accurate communication of 
information. 

We assume, therefore, that any solutions to the problems that have 
been posed here are to be found within the framework of this system 
and in consonance with its concept of the division of function between 
the public, government, and private enterprise; and that it will not 
be found by substituting a new and different system. In any event, 
the presentation of the VHF group is based upon this assumption. 

As in the case of our whole economic system, there are certain un- 
happy incidents that frequently occur and excite the sympathy of all 
but the most mean. 

I would like to add that the group of stations supporting this pres- 
entation finds it easy to sympathize with somebody who is in distress 
since many of them have been through the same experience and all the 
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applicants and permittees that support this statement are now con- 
fronted with the same possibility. They are doing nothing but spend- 
ing money, and nothing is coming in. 

‘Persons engaged in any phase of this industry, whether it be in the 
manufacture of equipment, broadcast station operation, program sup- 
ply, or advertising, may make or lose money in widely varying degrees 
as the result of voluntary business decisions that they make or the 
particular economic and social conditions they encounter; but. we be- 
lieve this is a necessary concomitant of being free to make the decision 
in the first place. 

If one asserts the right to voluntarily go into the business and to 
keep the profits he makes therefrom, he cannot at the same time insist 
that government has responsibility for his failures. 

We believe it is not the part of government to deprive or relieve 
these people of the freedom or the fruits of their volunt: iry decisions. 

On the other hand, we hasten to make clear that we believe govern- 
ment should take care that its action or inaction in the perfor mance 
of its proper duties is not the unnecessary cause of failures and dis- 
tress. Fickle and arbitrary action could destroy the confidence of 
free enterprise in the industry and its voluntary engagement in the 
essential facets of the business would not be forthe oming. ‘This obvi- 
ously would tend to reduce the economic support, the ingenuity and 
the competition that are necessary if the public is to obtain the max- 
imum of service from the use of its channels. 

Government action that is not required by public considerations and 
that harm private interests is wholly unwarranted; but, on the other 
hand, we believe that government should take such action, as is within 
its proper power and within its proper sphere, which tends to encour- 
age, foster, and develop the system without, however, destroying it or 
taking it over in the process. 

This hearing was brought on by the financial distress of certain 
eo operators who have lost money in television or, as in the 

‘ase of Mr. Poller, who are now making money and fear they will 
miller losses unless the Government acts to prevent, obstruct, or hinder 
others from engaging in the same business. 

I do not mean that all of the many persons who have lost many 
millions of dollars in one facet or another of this industry are organ- 
ized here and in unison demanding that government save them from 
their losses. As a matter of fact, those who have here complained 
are but a minute portion of the persons who have lost money in this 
business. 

We believe it of primary importance to inquire whether their dis- 
tress endangers the success of the whole system and its capacity to 
serve the public, and, if so, what action, if any, can be taken by govern- 
ment to better secure the ultimate success of this industry’s achieve- 
ment of its public goals. 

We have the view that no action can be justified that would con- 
stitute a greater danger to the system or that would merely shift the 
distress from one private party to another without improving the 
system. 

Before attempting to give the views of the VHF group on these 
questions, a general understanding with respect to the terms we 
employ would be desirable, as well as a brief reference to certain 
practicalities of industry operation. 
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During the course of this hearing the predictions of an earlier 
witness that certain phrases would be much hackneyed have come 
true. There has been constant reference in this record to a “national 
competitive television system” and to a “national allocation plan.” 
At times during the course of the presentation of views here it seems 
that these two terms are treated as synonymous and coextensive, which 
we believe is completely erroneous. 

A national competitive television system in our view is that system 
which is required at any given time to satisfy the needs of our national 
community and that is within our technical, economic, and program 
capacities to supply. 

The public need or demand, the economic capacity and the program 
capacity are all dynamic, not static, facets of this system. On the 
other hand, because of limited spectrum space and the inflexibilities 
imposed by priorities in use of channels, our technical capacity to 
supply channels tends to be static. 

The national allocation plan represents an attempt by the Commis- 
sion to assign spectrum space in a manner and quantity that over a 
substanti: lly long period in the future will accommodate the system 
required from time to time by public need and that it is hoped will 
ultimately be enabled by our program and economic capacities. 

Senator ScHorrrPeL. You do not mean to imply by that they never 
should be under control if it becomes necessary to get the greatest serv- 
ice to the greatest number of people or to prevent “it from getting into 
a few hands so that it might become unreasonable in the advertising 
media, expenses, or something like that ? 

Mr. Prerson. You are referring, I take it, Senator, to economic 
capacity and program capacity ¢ 

Senator Scuoerre.. That is right. 

Mr. Pierson. I believe if free enterprise is unable to provide the 
capacities available to support this system another system must be 
substituted, but not within the framework of our present concept. We 
must go to the common carrier or public utility concept or we must 
go to government ownership and operation, and I hope I made clear 
in the earlier part of my statement that one of the definite functions 
of government under the concept that we are now pursuing is that 
they shall take care that monopolistic tendencies do not develop be- 
cause that is necessary if free enterprise is to function and to render 
the service that is expected of it. 

The Commission did not, in considering its national allocation 
plan, make any substantial attempt to determine with exactness the 
system that our economic and social capacities and requirements 
would support or permit at all times or at any given time in the future. 
It made what could have been no more than an educated guess as to 
what these factors that defy accurate prediction and that are com- 
pletely beyond the control of government would ultimately require 
in terms of frequencies or spectrum space. 

The Commission could have done nothing else because it cannot be 
imagined that government could attempt a more futile thing than to 
try to predict over a long period in the future what our social and 
economic fates will dictate in the way of a national television system 

This national allocation plan, therefore, is not the national tele- 
vision system itself; it is merely the most static and predictable facet 
thereof. It does not mean that if at any given time we have fewer 
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stations than the plan will technically accommodate we do not have 
a national television system. The national allocation plan is merely 
the maximum technical capacity of the system insofar as present tech- 
nology indicates. It is the technical horizon within which the national 
television system must grow. 

We wish to emphasize that if the public demand at any given time 
is less than the allocation plan will accommodate there is nothing 
the Commission or Congress can do about it without changing the 
whole concept of the function of and relationship of government in 
and to this essential industry and without depriving our people of 
their constitutional freedom to choose how they will occupy their time. 

I would like to explain that point further by adding that what 
I mean is that if people are not interested in tuning in or buying 
sets and cannot, therefore, be caught with an advertiser’s message, 
our Government, with its present constitutional limitations, cannot 
order them to do so. 

If the economic resources and program capacity at any given 
time are less than those required to completely use the facilities 
provided in the allocation plan, the help the Government can give 
it is limited unless we are to adopt a system of Government owner- 
ship and operation. 

Within the limits of the allocation plan, this national television 
system is a dynamic thing, not static; it will be ever changing. It 
is affected by the growth and location of our population, which is 
ever changing. It is affected by the changing tastes and interests of 
our people in information, entertainment, and diversion, which are 
never constant. It is affected by the economic condition of the Nation 
and all facets of this industry, which are far from static. 

It would seem clear, therefore, we cannot take a month or 6 months, 
or a year, or any short period of time in the short history of this 
industry and say that this truly represents either the public require- 
ments or the private capabilities of the industry. it is no more 
correct to take the first 3 months of 1954 as indicating the constant 
and insoluble problems of the industry than it would be to take the 
first 3 months of any year from 1946 to the present date. 

The only thing that is constant, looking back over the short life 
of the television industry, is that at eé ich” stage of its development 
there have been serious problems that have constantly changed from 
time to time. 

We hold that it is remarkable and almost beyond belief that in 
the short period of 8 years so many solutions have been found by 
an industry beset with so many different problems. 

Problems in the spring of 1954 may be different in some respects 
than those of the spring of 1946, 1949, or 1952, but we believe that 
the system itself has demonstrated the vigor and capacity to solve 
them. 

The industry is in its infancy and its ability to provide this dynamic 
national system, we think, is quite promising. Just a short 8 years 
ago there were only 5 television stations in the United States and, 
in spite of a deadening 4-year freeze imposed by the Government, 
there are now 384 stations. 

We should take some lesson from the clear fact that this accom- 
plishment of free enterprise was much limited by the Government’s 
imposition of a freeze over approximately one-half of this period. 
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By the end of 1953 nearly $200 million had been invested in tangible 
broadcast property alone. The advertising ere of the television 
industry increased from $8,700,000 in 1948 to $430,800,000 in 1953. 

It is estimated that the public has invested $12 billion in receiving 
equipment, though I heard an estimate this morning of six billion. 
In an'y event, it is more money than I can imagine. 

The program resources of ‘the industry were increased from prac- 
tically zero in the year 1946 to a relatively great multiplicity of pro- 
gram hours at the end of 1953. 

The testimony of those engaged in the development and manufac- 
ture of technical equipment, who have already appeared in this pro- 
ceeding, gives eloquent evidence of the tremendous advances in the 
equipment and technology of the industry. 

These accomplishments by the industry in its infancy hardly indi- 
cate a child with a congenital illness that can never grow up to achieve 
the goals of its maturity. One of the legs of this infant might be 
said to be suffering from some rather painful sores; but this, on the 
basis of current diagnosis and experience with similar ulcers in the 
past, would hardly seem to justify the amputation of the good leg to 
save the bad. We believe that these sores, painful as they are to the 
leg that bears them, will disappear and leave only faint scars if we 
allow the health and vigor of this infant to overcome the infection with 
probably no more than the application of some hot packs and a sub- 
stantial amount of loving care. In any event, such a drastic remedy 
as radical surgery or such despair as calling for the undertaker hardly 
seems justified. 

I would like to point out there that the elimination of intermixture, 
the elimination of VHF, the reduction in the coverage of VHF sta- 
tions, is what we call radical surgery. 

The freeze is a numbing anesthetic and the Du Mont proposals are 
the call for the undertaker. 

Senator ScuorrreLt. What do you say about requiring some kinds 
of arrangements, voluntary or otherwise, that these sets be developed 
so that they might take both types of service ? 

Mr. Pierson. We fully support and urge Government to take every 
step within its proper power, including the exercise of the taxing 
power, to encourage VHF-UHF sets. 

Senator Hun. Don’t you think that is primarily the business of the 
industry and that they should apply themselves very energetically to 
getting that job done and not make the Government compel them to 
do it? . 

Mr. Pierson. I believe so; and I suppose if we had the concept, 
Senator Hunt, that the taxing power should be used only for the pur- 
pose of raising revenue we would not want to use it for the purpose of 
regulating or encouraging the private industry; but it is my impres- 
sion that concept of the taxing power only for revenue has long since 
been deserted. I, therefore, think if the Government can find, by 
use of its taxing power, it can encourage the result devoutly desired 
by the public, then it should do that. 

I have been informed by people to whom I have talked in the manu- 
facturing industry that the probable result from the lifting’ of the 
10-percent excise tax, which has been proposed, would be that all 
television sets, of whatever price classification, would have UHF 
capabilities. 
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At least, that seems to be the view of some of the larger manu- 
facturers in the field. 

We would like to touch briefly upon the practical aspects of opera- 
tion in the television industry to the extent of inquiring what it sells 
and how it acquires the thing it sells. 

As has been pointed out on numerous occasions in this record, a 
television station sells circulation. We would define this as being 
people equipped with receivers and the wonderful habit of tuning in. 
People become equipped with receivers and develop the habit of tuning 
in only if the station is prepared to furnish them with the programs 
they need or desire through an electrical signal that is strong enough 
to activate the receiver. 

Except for an attractive program delivered by a signal that will 
activate a receiver, the public is not going to buy sets, or, having them, 
will not tune them in. 

This is a basic condition and the great challenge that has faced all 
pioneers in radio, AM and FM, and all pioneers in television, VHF 
and UHF. 

Getting the public to tune in is now, and always will be, the funda- 
mental task of every TV station, new or old, VHF or UHF, operating 
in small or large markets. 

This is the ultimate task that our concept of the service left to 
private enterprise. The elimination of the risk of this task by Govern- 
ment would cut deeply into the very heart of the American concept 
of free, competitive, commercial broadcasting. 

Let us briefly consider how a station goes about procuring the 
programs that will meet this challenge and defeat this risk. 

Program sources are generally divided into two categories as to 
origin—local and national. 

At the local level the station can produce and perform programs 
either live or on film. In order to do this, a local station operator 
must risk money. 

The national suppliers of programs again are divided into two 
principal categories: There are what are called the national networks, 
which for the purpose of our understanding of that term we suggest 
be defined as companies supplying programs to a multiplicity of sta- 
tions by way of physical interconnection through wire or microwave 
relays. 

The programs that the network transmits over its fixed system of 
electrical communication may be originated either in the form of 
live or in the form of film. 

To conduct this type of program supply requires the risk of money 
by both the network and the station. 

We do not mean to imply that money alone is sufficient to insure 
success, because the job of producing something that will be attractive 
to the public is an art and not an exact science; but the fact remains 
that with all the ingenuity and artistic talent in the world it cannot 
be accomplished without the risk of money. 

The other principal category of national program supply is what 
we shall call film syndication. In this category all programs are on 
film, but are not delivered to stations simultaneously over wire or 
microwave relay; rather, they are delivered by mail or express to a 
multiplicity of stations. An undertaking in this type of program 








STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 755 


supply likewise requires money as well as ingenuity, and the money 
must be risked by both the stations and the film distributors. 

It would seem clear that the basic weapon for defeating the problem 
that confronts every broadcaster at every moment of his existence is 
the willingness to risk money on programs. This is a joint risk to be 
undertaken by the producer of the programs, by the distributor of the 
programs, and by the broadcaster himself. 

We would next like to pass to a brief consideration of the persons 
to whom a broadcaster sells this circulation he strives to acquire. 
Under the present development of our industry his buyers are adver- 
tisers, wherever they are—local advertisers, regional advertisers, and 
national advertisers. 

The advertiser may patronize the station in a variety of ways. He 
may buy time on a program already being broadcast, and that pro- 
gram may be from a national or a local source of supply. He may 
buy the time only and supply his own program, or he may buy time or 
the program or both through a network or film syndicate, or buy it 
directly from the station. If the national advertiser buys it through 
the network, it is what the industry calls a network sale. Ifa national 
advertiser buys directly from the station and not through a network, 
it is called a national spot sale. 

We believe it will further clarify the issues here to attempt briefly 
to place in their proper sphere these national agencies for programs 
and revenue. 

First, there are currently operating in this country four national 
networks. The function they serve in this industry is dual—they are 
a national program source and an agency for the sale of stations’ time 
to national advertisers. Since their programs are used over a multi- 
plicity of stations, the cost per program per station is less than where 
use is by a single station, and, of course, this furnishes an economic 
base for higher-quality programs. The network, in addition, serves 
the advertiser by clearing time over the stations in the markets the 
advertiser desires to buy. Its functions can be summarized then as 
program supply, national selling, and clearance of station time. 

The measure of the extent to which any given network satisfactorily 
fulfills these functions is ultimately based upon the quality and quan- 
tity of their programs and the effectiveness of their selling and clear- 
ance operations. This, in turn, is based in substantial part upon the 
money the network has been willing to risk, upon the ingenuity of 
its program producers, and upon the effectiveness of its salesmen. 

But it is not the networks alone that risk money. A station that 
affiliates with a network also risks money or its equivalent in substan- 
tial but varying degrees. ME As 

The cases are numerous in the past or present where a station in 
order to obtain a network affiliation must guarantee the network the 
cost of the line connecting the station with the network. 

There are instances where the network delivers its programs by 
film and the station must bear the cost of processing and delivering 
the film. 

There have been numerous instances in the past and there are some 
at the present where a station must pay a fixed affiliation fee before 
it’can even get the affiliation. 
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It is a very usual and standard provision that a station give up a 
subtsantial part of the normal revenue from its time to the network 
in order to obtain the network affiliation. 

It might be desirable to note in passing that from a revenue stand- 
point the quantity of programs a station takes from a network reaches 
a point of diminishing return. Because of the compensation that a 
station must give to a network, a station generally receives substan- 
tially less from time sold by the network than it receives from time sold 
directly to national advertisers, or in some instances to local adver- 
tisers. The reason, however, that a station will nevertheless seek and 
accept a network affiliation is that the quality of the programs it is 
thus enabled to broadcast increases the circulation of its station and, 
therefore, the value of its nonnetwork time and spots. Since the 
station is in effect selling a portion of its time to the network at whole- 
sale rates and frequently at less than cost, it obviously reaches the 
point in the volume of its network broadcasts where it would be poor 
business for it to take. 

We believe this is important because there definitely is a limit to 
the volume of network programing that a station can normally take. 

Let us turn now to a consideration of the functions that normally 
are or can be performed by an organization engaged in film syndi- 
cation. 

Like the network, the film syndicate constitutes a source of. pro- 
grams that can be less costly and generally of higher quality than 
local originations because of their use by a multiplicity of stations. 
In addition, a film syndicate can if it chooses provide national sales- 
men for the stations with which it deals, and can if it chooses provide 
a station time clearance service to national advertisers. It is directly 
competitive with networks in terms of talent procurement, program 
production, and program distribution. It can if it chooses be com- 
petitive with the network in selling national advertisers and in pro- 
viding a clearance service to national advertisers. 

The only real and necessary difference between the two is not so 
much in the services they do or can perform, but in the manner by 
which they deliver the programs they supply. A network delivers 
them principally by wire or microwave; a film syndicate by parcel 
ost or express. 

I should point out, however, that some networks or perhaps all 
of them—lI am not certain—also engage in film syndication to some 
degree and that, pending the development of the means of physical 
interconnection, all of them have used film deliveries to nonconnected 
markets. 

There would appear to be certain advantages and disadvantages 
in both of these principal methods of performing the function of 
national program supply and commercial selling. First, the net- 
works were established much earlier in point of time and had fixed 
relationships with a number of broadcasters throughout the country, 
so that when the supply of stations was short they had a tremendous 
clearance advantage by virtue of that position alone. This advantage 
decreases as the number of stations and the number of hours of pro- 
graming demanded by the public increase, and as contractural 
arrangements run out. 

It is obvious that a program of value produced live can only be 
performed once without duplicating cost, whereas a program per- 
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formed on film can have any number of runs over any period of time 
that may be demanded. 

This is not an advantage, however, that is exclusive to film syndi- 
cation because the networks more and more have been placing the 
programs they originate on film so that after they have been per- 
formed on the networks they will be available for subsequent broad- 
cast by any number of stations. This is what is called the residual 
value of a program and can only be preserved by recording the 
program. 

There are those who believe, although I am not certain it has been or 
can be established, that the cost of film delivery by way of land or air 
transportation will be substantially less than the cost of a fixed = 
cuit of coaxial cable and microwave relay. It does clearly appea 
however, that while fixed wire or microwave relay connection with the 
top markets of the country may be economically feasible, such fixed 
connections with the 200 or more markets in this country that may 
ultimately have television stations raise questions of economic feasi- 
bility 

This suggests that, while networks may have advantages in the eco- 
nomics of their delivery in the early stages of television operations 
when the markets or number of stations were relatively small, the 
advantage may turn to film syndication as markets and stations be- 
come more humerous. 

The progress of film syndication as a national source of supply of 
programs and as an agency to perform national selling and station 
clearance has lagged substantially behind the progress of the develop- 
ment of network performance of this function. A number of explana- 
tions are at once manifest. 

First, all but one of the networks were established in radio and thus 
possessed the potential energy of a going business consisting not only 
of revenue, but established relationships with stations, advertisers, 
and program sources. 

While those networks enjoyed a competitive advantage from this 
potential, it also supplied us with daring pioneers who might have 
been long in coming from less well-situ: ited sources. 

Each of the networks has owned from 1 to 5 stations in the principal 
markets of the country and thus had not only an individual use for the 
programs it originated, but had the economic support of such local 
operations. 

Those interested in establishing themselves in film syndication, how- 
ever, did not to any substantial extent, enjoy these advantages pos- 
sessed by the networks. When the number of stations was few and 
the supply of air time, therefore, was short, the networks were in a 
vastly superior competitive position. 

First, there was little time that a newcomer could hope to cle 
for advertisers who might want to use the program material in sta- 
tions over the country. 

Second, the stations’ time was almost saturated with network pro- 
gram material and they had little use for film program material; and 
what use they had for it was in the low-rated periods of time that 
could not economically support substantial charges for program 
material. 
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The recording of any program on film substantially adds to the cost 
of the program and can only be justified economically if there is a 
substantial demand for subsequent performances or runs. 

Some idea of this cost is indicated by the fact that a fair-to-good 
quality half-hour dramatic film program will average about $25,000 
to produce. This means then that, for a film producer to provide 
1 half-hour program per week for a period of 1 year, he has to under- 
write a cost of about $1,300,000. 

With station operations averaging about 100 hours per week each, 
it is easy to see that substantial amounts of money must be risked by 
anyone undertaking to be a substantial source of film supply. 

During the period of the Commission’s freeze when the number of 
markets and the number of stations were limited, when many stations 
were oversupplied with program material, no prudent investor would 
have set out to establish himself as a substantial source of quality film 
supply. 

No prudent person would risk such vast amounts of capital just to 
put inventory on the shelf against some indefinite future date when 
there might be a demand for it. 

The real development of film syndication as a national program 
source naturally awaited the termination of the Commission’s freeze, 
but the tremendous increase in the number of persons venturing into 
this field in the short time since the lifting of the freeze is, I believe, 
one of the most phenomenal developments in the industry. 

We can expect many persons who venture into this field of program 
supply to lose very substantial sums of money and we know there 
are a host of problems inherent in this facet of the industry, but the 
growing public demand for programs and the growing demand caused 
by the increase in the number of television stations and markets will 
support no other belief than that this form of national program and 
selling service will become an important factor in the industry, pro- 
vided we are patient and give free enterprise an opportunity to 
develop its full potential and provided we give it the freedom to 
succeed or fail. 

A certain concern has been stated in the course of these hearings 
that under its present framework there is great danger that com- 
petition in the various areas of the television industry is or will be 
nonexistent, and there have even been assertions that a monopoly 
now exists. We have been unable to learn from the record or to 
apprehend from the statements therein the precise nature of this 
trend toward monopoly that seems to be feared. Perhaps, therefore, 
our understanding of the competitive conditions, existing or potential, 
in the industry will tend to explain our failure to be impressed with 
these statements of alarm. 

As we have previously stated, the facets of this industry involve 
the production and distribution of equipment, the national produc- 
tion and distribution of programs, the national sale of advertising, 
the local production of programs, and the local sale of advertising. 
Let us examine each one of these areas with respect to existing and 
potential competition. 

We are aware of no substantial showing that has been made by any 
person, public or private, that in the business of manufacturing and 
producing transmitting and receiving equipment in the television in- 
dustry there exists anything but the keenest and most vigorous com- 
petition. 
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In the field of national program production and distribution all 
of the four national networks compete with each other ; the film syndi- 
cates compete with each other; and the networks as a whole and film 
syndicates as a whole compete with each other. 

In the area of national advertising sales there would seem to be no 
doubt that the networks compete vigorously with each other and also 
compete with the national representatives who are attempting to make 
spot sales as distinguished from network sales. These national selling 
agencies for stations compete with each other and the markets they 
represent do also. Furthermore, all who are engaged in attempting 
to sell television time to national advertisers are competing with all 
other national advertising media—newspapers, radio, periodicals, 
billboards, and direct mail. 

In the area of local program production, all stations in the area 
compete with each other and, by Commission regulation, two stations 
in the same market cannot be owned by a single interest. If a com- 
munity now has only one station and a monopoly, therefore, exists, it 
generally arises from 1 of 2 causes. 

The first cause is that, while the Commission may have allocated 
more stations to the community, the Commission’s freeze, the redtape, 
and the procedures that have been necessary have delayed the estab- 
lishment of a competitive station. 

In other instances, we undoubtedly have and will have situations 
where the community will not support more than one station. In 
these situations it seems that, in order to avoid a monopoly, two courses 
could be adopted : First, we could hope that community growth, lower 
cost of operation, and increased revenue potentials may at some future 
time economically justify the establishment of a competing station in 
the community. The alternative, which we would not recommend, is 
to say that since the community can have only one station, it will be 
denied any in order to avoid this monopoly forced by natural laws. 

In the area of local advertising sales, all television stations provid- 
ing a signal to the listeners in the locality compete with each other and 
they in turn each compete with other medi: radio, newspaper, 
billboards, and direct mail. 

We are unable to find one bit of evidence in the existing or reason- 
ably foreseeable situation in the television industry that forms any 
basis for the belief that monopolistic control over program sources 
and advertising revenue either at the national or local lever is the 
remotest possibility. 

There is another area that involves a somewhat different concern 
than the concern about economic competition. This is a social factor 
that the Commission has recognized over the years and involves the 
desirability of avoiding a concentration of control of the media avail- 
able for mass communication of news and views to the people of the 
Nation or to the people of any community. It expresses a proposi- 
tion with which we can all agree: That it would be highly dangerous 
to this country, our form of government, and our political, social, and 
economic institutions if one interest or a very few controlled all chan- 
nels for mass communication of ideas and information. 

We think a brief consideration of our present circumstances in this 
connection devastates any cause for alarm. 

48550—_54———_-49 
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Information, ideas, news, and views are presented to the people of 
this country by a variety of sources, which include television, radio, 
newspapers, periodicals, theaters, and direct mail. The barrage of 
words and pictures that assail the American public is so tremendous 
and stems from such a multitude and variety of sources that it is 
possible to say that no single interest or small group of persons has 
anything remotely approaching control of the many channels of com- 
munications now employed with various degrees of effectiveness in 
this country. 

We are unable to find any facet of this industry in which a monop- 
cly now exists or is threatened. 

Since I completed this statement I have not stopped my attempt to 
apprehend the dangers that have been stated in the record. 

Under my most recent understanding, it seems that the monopoly 
of which they speak is what they call a VHF monopoly; and, if I un- 
derstand the contentions, they go substantially beyond my concept of 
a monopoly, although I may have a narrow, legalistic view of that, 
because one fact that is clear is that the VHF stations are not owned 
by a small group of people. Their ownership is widely diversified. 
The fact also is that these VHF stations compete with each other 
wherever the circumstance of economics and social factors calls upon 
them to do it. 

Senator ScHorrren. But they are limited to a rather small group, 
that is, small range? 

What is it—13 or 14 channels? 

Mr. Pierson. Yes, but there are 500, Senator Schoeppel, stations 
possible, as I understand it. 

Now, 500 stations, assuming that the ownership and control of those 
stations is not concentrated in the hands of a few, certainly will pro- 
vide substantial competition because, bear in mind, under the Com- 
mission’s licensing policies and practices, no two of them could be 
owned by the same interest in any market. That means that all of 
them that cover the same area will be in competition with each other. 
It also means, under the Commission’s policies, that only a small 
group, five in number, can be owned by any single or connected interest. 

Now, I submit that in the VHF operations there is now and there is 
great potential for very substantial competition, and there exists no 
basis for contention that there isa VHF monopoly. 

VHF itself is a means. It is an element of nature. It has no 
capacity to form a monopoly. So long as the ownership of those 
stations are diversified and not concentrated in a few people, I do 
not see how, under my understanding of the term “monopoly,” one 
could be said to exist. 

To summarize, we have under this Nation’s concept of broadcasting 
the Government performing the limited function of laying out the 
rights-of-way, keeping them clear of technical and monopolistic ob- 
stacles, and leaving it to private enterprise under competitive condi- 
tions to venture money, time, and ingenuity, free of governmental 
interference, pampering, or management, to provide the mass com- 
munication service the Nation needs or wants. Thus far, no other 
concept of broadcasting in the world can even approach its achieve- 
ments. In its television operations, its phenomenal jnfant growth 
can only confirm the genius inherent in this system. 
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There is no justification now to interrupt its growth, to degrade the 
concept, or to weaken it by governmental tampering with the nat- 
ural oo that regulate free competitive enterprise. Above all, to 
give free enterprise its full chance, we must avoid fickleness in gov- 
ernment regulation and instability in the means that are provided 
by government. 

The dynamic potential of private enterprise is inversely propor- 
tioned by the extent of fickle, arbitrary, and unstable actions and po- 
sitions by government. 

This, then, we believe to be the American concept of broadcasting 
which is incorporated in present law. If we are wrong in our under- 
standing of that concept, then the views we express here with respect 
to the proposals already made will have no validity. If we are right 
or substantially right in the concept we have here described, then we 
believe that the views we here express are most compelling and 
should be given substantial weight by this committee. 

We would like now to state and discuss our position with respect 
to the principal proposals made by those who express fear for our 
system because of the difficulties of some UHF station operators. 
Our position with respect to these matters can be summarized as 
tollows: 

1. We oppose the elimination of the intermixture of UHF and 
VHF in the same market. 

2. We oppose the allocation of all television broadcast service to 
the UHF frequencies. 

3. We oppose any reduction or limitation upon the coverage of 
VHF stations beyond that now imposed by the Commission’s rules. 

4. We oppose a freeze on the further issuance of permits and of 
authorizations to operate pursuant to outstanding permits. 

5. We oppose the so-called Du Mont proposals. 

6. We approve the encouragement of the production and distribu- 
tion of UHF-VHF receivers by the lifting of the excise tax on such 
receivers. 

7. We approve the use of booster stations within a television sta- 
tion’s own area where it can be found by the Commission to be tech- 
nically feasible. 

8. With respect to proposals made to the subcommittee that involve 
highly complex, technical, social, or economic considerations, or that 
cannot be fully evaluated at this point because of the lack of empirical 
knowledge, or that require much more careful study and research 
than is possible in these proceedings, we recommend that such pro- 
posals be referred to the Commission by the subcommittee without 
recommendation. 

9. We favor the adoption and continuance by the Commission of 
lawful procedures that are designed to establish at the earliest pos- 
sible date a comprehensive national television system by the elimi- 
nation of time-consuming procedures and redtape. 

That concludes the written part of the statement. 

I would like now to extemporaneously explain the reasons that 
we have for the positions that I have just recited. 

Senator ScHorPreL. Might I ask you, sir, about how long do you 
anticipate that might be? 

Mr. Pierson. I suspect it will take about an hour or an hour and a 


half. 
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Senator Scnorpret. In that event, what we better do, because I 
think this is an excellent place to conclude this part of your presenta- 
tion, is recess this hearing until 2 o’clock, at which time we will then 
hear you. 

We will reconvene at 2 o’clock in this room. 

Mr. Prerson. Thank you, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 12:02 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing reconvened at 2 p. m., Senator Potter presiding.) 

Senator Porrer. The subcommittee will come to order. I first wish 
to apologize for leaving this morning, but there is another committee 
that I happen to have membership on, and we hope that this is the 
last day of their sessions. I was informed when I went over there 
this morning to make a final statement that they hoped to finish it 
today. However, I think they will be going on this afternoon, and 
I still think they will conclude today, and I apologize for having 
missed some of the testimony here this morning, but I hope to be able 
to devote my full attention this afternoon. 

I understand that Mr. Pierson had made his statement and you 
have some further observations you would like to make, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. What I had done was really to state 
our background. 

Senator Porrrr. It might be well to announce at this time that after 
the conclusion of the witnesses tomorrow, we will allow a half hour 
for one of the representatives of the UHF people to make rebuttal 
statements, and also a half hour for persons representing the VHF 
people, to make rebuttal statements if they care to, and also a half 
hour for representatives of the Federal Communications Commission 
to make rebuttal statements. 

I would appreciate it if in your rebuttal statement that you limit 
it to rebuttal statements. I think that it will be fairly complete as to 
the arguments that you have used, and if there is conflict in testimony 
or conflict in observations, you can use that rebuttal period for making 
those corrections. 

Proceed, Mr. Pierson. 


STATEMENT OF W. THEODORE PIERSON—Continued 


Mr. Prerson. Before the noon recess, I had completed a statement 
with respect to the background wpon which we base the views that we 
entertain with respect to the proposals made here by the UHF advo- 
cates. 

I had also completed the summary of our position with respect to 
each principal proposal that has been made. Before passing to the 
consideration of the principal proposals that have been made thus 
far in the record, we would like to disagree with certain basic as- 
sumptions that seem to us to be implicit in the arguments and pro- 
posals of the UHF proponents—I should say the UHF stations that 
are here making the proposals. There is implicit in their arguments 
and proposals an assumption that our population and our economy 
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is static. We hold that this assumption is wholly invalid for reasons 
that I have stated in my presentation this morning. 

There is also implicit in their arguments and proposals the assump- 
tion that we must have four national networks, all operating at a 
profit. 

For the reasons indicated in my presentation that I have already 
made, we believe that this contention is wholly invalid, particularly 
in view of the multiplicity of alternative sources, existing and po- 
tential with respect to program and revenue supply on a national 
basis. 

There is also implicit in their proposals and argument the assump- 
tion that revenue capacity of television has leveled off or is now pre- 
dictable. We hold that this assumption is wholly invalid. 

One need only to turn back to the economic and soeial predictions 
that were made in 1946, 1948, and 1950 and 1952 to readily come to 
the conclusion that these prognosticators of boom or bust, whichever 
they were, have not perfected an exact science for prediction so that 
we should base our legal system of broadcasting or television upon 
their predictions at any given moment. 

There is implicit in their arguments and proposals the assumption 
that program production and distribution sources are static and 
subject to no further growth. We believe this assumption invalid. 
Every indication is precisely to the contrary 

There is also implicit in their argument and proposal the assumption 
that if present UHF fails in any particular enterprise, no one else 
in the future, after the industry has grown or population has grown 
and many problems have been solved, will be able to succeed where 
our contemporaries have failed. 

I think the history of the broadcasting industry itself particularly 
and AM radio in particular and the history thus far of television 
shows that that is indeed an invalid assumption. 

The first four proposals that I recited in my presentation this morn- 
ing, namely, the elimination of intermixture of UHF and VHF, our 
opposition to their proposal that all television be moved to UHF, 
reduction and limitation of VHF stations, and their proposal for a 
freeze, I would like to treat for the most part together. 

These four proposals all have a common purpose. They all seek 
to reduce the coverage or delay the establishment of a large number 
of television stations for one single purpose, to eliminate competition 
of the people who propose it. 

Now the thing that rather strikes me about these proposals on their 
part is the temerity of a group of people who can come here and excite 
this committee about the threat of a monopoly or lack of competition, 
and then make proposals designed to prevent anyone from competing 
with them. 

I would like to illustrate that with the Greenville situation. 

In Greenville there are two stations, a VHF and a UHF station. 
A representative of the UHF station appeared here and asked this 
committee or the Commission, or both, to take action to prevent a 
station that was allocated to Spartanburg, a few miles away, from 
rendering service to the people of Greenville. They also went on to 

say that they did not want any stations outside of Greenville to render 
a service to the people of Greenville. 
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_ Now I can understand the private interests that would dictate a 
desire of that kind. I can understand why these two operators would 
like to have this cozy and comfortable situation for themselves, but 
J am wholly incapable of understanding how they can say that that 
promotes competition, or how they can say that that is in the public 
interest of the people of Greenville for this committee or the Com- 
mission to say to them you can never have more than two signals. 

Now another quite astounding thing to me was the people who 
joined in the advocacy of these proposals and point out that one of 
the reasons we are likely not to have four national networks is that 
there are not enough stations upon which time can be cleared to be 
sold by the networks. 

If the Greenvilles, the Atlantic Cities, and the other markets in the 
same situation have only two stations operating in their area, by law 
or by Commission regulation no station outside of those markets can 
serve it, I want someone to tell me how under those circumstances we 
have more than two national networks. 

Now, if we assume that all the hoped-for technological improve- 
ments in the service to be rendered by UHF operators are accom- 
plished, I believe that the technical evidence in this record clearly 
demonstrates, as well as the admission of our opponents, there will 
not in any event be facilities existing in this country able to reach the 
many remote or gulley areas of the country that have no reasonable 
hope of ever obtaining television service except through VHF. 

There can be no gainsaying that there is a tremendous need on the 
part of these isolated rural areas for television, a need that I believe 
exceeds the need of any person located in an urban area. 

The possibility of obtaining information, the means of communi- 
cation and the means of entertainment, and the diversion for these 
people are much less. It is unfortunate that nature did not equalize 
the coverage potential of all parts of the spectrum, but it did not. 

The lower part of the spectrum will serve relatively long distances 
and reach into remote rural areas. It also has the facility that the 
upper part of the spectrum does not have, and that is a folding into 
the gulley areas of our country. It has the disadvantage in the fact 
that we have not enough spectrum space there to provide for the num- 
ber of stations that are needed in the principal markets of the country, 
particularly those that are crowded together in the northeast sec- 
tion of it. 

So you have the capacity of VHF to serve the remote and gulley 
areas, but an incapacity to provide the right number of stations for 
heavy populations and towns. ; 

Senator Porrer. How small a community can a VHF station serve 
successfully ? 

Mr. Prerson. I think that all depends upon the coverage that the 
VHF station is able to fold in from its hinterlands. 

Senator Porrer. How many receivers would you have to have to get 
your signal? 

Mr. Prerson. I do not pretend to be an expert, but I have heard 
the statement made that to be economically sound, they should have 
access to 100,000 receivers. I believe that that is at best a guess, 
because obviously all of that is affected by a multitude of factors. It 
depends upon the cost of operation which we hope will go down. It 
depends on the cost of obtaining programs which we hope will go 
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down. It depends on the attitude of the public toward television and 
its interest in tuning it in. It also depends upon how effective televi- 
sion is with other media with which it must compete. 

All those factors are not static. They are dynamic. I believe it 
is impossible for anyone to say now what is possible and what is im- 
possible in terms of the future economy because our population will 
not stop its growth. Our economy will not stand still. People are 
moving from one place to another, and we will probably have some- 
thing in the nature of ghost towns and boom towns. 

Senator Porrrer. Do you contend that in order to have a nationwide 
competitive system that we must have VHF? 

Mr. Prerson. Indeed, I do; and I also contend, by the same token, 
that we must have VHF. 

Senator Porrrer. There is quite a bit of this discussion and it has 
been a little difficult for me to know just where you feel that UHF 
could live. Is it — in the rural areas? Should it provide a serv- 
ice in the remote areas, or can it live in a metropolitan area, particu- 
larly where there is desis betdthon from the VHF’s? 

Mr. Pierson. I think I would find it difficult to build a pigeonhole 
on the basis of what we now know. They have one disability in a rural 
area. Let us say there is a town of 30 ,000 people, and let us assume 
that it is a mountain area of the United States or out in the Great 
Plains. Since they cannot reach over long distances, they have 
trouble in obtaining within their service areas a large enough poten- 
tial audience to become a successful factor. 

That is with respect to national advertising sales. So I would 
think they would experience difficulty in those kinds of areas. It 
seems to me that they are most likely to have their earliest successes in 
the more concentrated areas such as we have in the eastern part of the 
country; and in the eastern part of the Midwest, where towns of 
20,000 and 30,000 and 40,000 and 50,090 people are located 5 and 
10 and 15 miles apart, and the distances to which you have to serve 
to obtain a substantial number of people are relatively short. 

Senator Porrer. We have been confronted with this main problem, 
and I think the UHF people who have testified have ot that they 
have had successful operations, and that has been in the areas where 
they have not had to compete with the VHF’s. 

I was wondering if it was your testimony that they should be 
relegated to areas outside the signal of the VHF? 

Mr. Prerson. No, indeed. I think the problem as they have stated 
it isa problem that results from going into markets where VHF has 
obtained set circulation and until there are conversions they are going 
to have that problem. That was a clear problem when the Commis- 
sion adopted its sixth order. It should have been a problem clear to 
to anyone who applied for a UHF permit, but rather than be dis- 
turbed about the lack of progress by the UHF people in getting con- 
versions, I have been tremendously impressed in what has been accom- 
plished in a period of less than a year. To me the set conversions and 
things that these people have been able to do, some of them at least, to 
promote their operations to induce people to buy sets, doesn’t show 
that they are going to fail. It may mean and it most certainly will 
mean that they will have to underwrite losses for a longer period of 
time than some of them have, and it might be an underwriting that 
would exceed the amount that they had originally hoped for. 
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But I believe that the fact that they are now having those difficulties 
does not mean any permanent disability or require any permanent 
reallocation. It requires some patience with the length of time it 
takes the free enterprise to develop an industry and some patience with 
the people being informed and becoming aware of the services that 
are made available, and it takes selling to national] advertisers, also. 

Senator Porrrr. What experience have you had with, and what 
knowledge do you have as to the effectiveness of the all-channel tuner, 
that is, the receiver ? 

Mr. Pierson. My knowledge is only second hand in that respect, 
Senator Potter, as I stated. ‘That was in response to a question of 
Senator Hunt this morning, and the information that I have been 
given has been that if the 10 percent excise tax is lifted, the tendency 
will be, the result will be that most large manufacturers will produce 
nothing but sets with UHF capabilities, and that being true, I think 
it would tend greatly to aid in the earliest solution of this problem 
of circulation. 

The technical problem involved in these tuners—I can operate a 
knob, but what is inside of it I haven’t the slightest idea. 

Senator Bowrrne. Might I ask a question ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes, surely. ° 

Senator Bowrine. Do you think that the Federal Communications 
Commission needs more legislation to undo the mess that they seem 
to have made by mixing UHF? Do they not have the authority to 
straighten out the mess they made? 

Mr. Pierson. I do not believe they made a mess. 

Senator Bowrtne. You think it is a mess for them to be in direct 
competition? VHF seems to be blanketing out the UHF. Please, 
if you will be patient with me, I want to tell you that I know very 
little about this business. I have watched the map and if you will 
be patient with me I would like to ask you a few questions. 

Mr. Pierson. I would love to have the questions asked. 

First, the problem confronting the Commission was this, and it 
was well known at that time, that if they used VHF only, they could 
not get sufficient stations so that they could have allocations for these 
cities in the northeastern part of the United States located close 
together. If they had gone to UHF, they had a substantially greater 
amount of spectrum space with the result that they could get many 
more stations, but if they used UHF only, they would not be able 
or could not reasonably expect that a lot of rural areas in the country 
and a lot of people living in the gullies of the country would ever 
receive service from UHF. 

Under section 307(b) of the statute, the Commission is instructed 
to make a fair, efficient, and equitable distribution of service to the 
various communities and States in the United States. 

It seems to me that it was clear that the statute required that they 
adopt an allocation plan that would give a reasonable assurance that 
every person in this country had the technical possibility of receiving 
a signal. 

Now the difficulties of these remote areas are actually best demon- 
strated in the Great Plains of our country and the Rocky Mountain 
area or the northern New England area, where they have towns fairly 
far apart. If you go through Nebraska, west of Omaha, I suspect 
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you have difficulty finding anything but Lincoln that is above 50,000 
people. 

Senator Bowrtne. We have no difficulty in finding our towns. We 
just haven’t multiplied as fast as you have in New York. Our towns 
were set out as being 12 miles apart. We haven’t filled them up yet 

Mr. Pierson. Senator Bowring, I am particularly appreciative ‘of 
that, because I am not from New York. I lived for 21 years across 
the river from Nebraska. 

The problems there are that the concentrations of population that 
would be needed to support a station are spread out over long dis- 
tances. I suspect that you have become acquainted with the ‘prob- 
lems in a city such as Lincoln. Therefore, a station located, for in- 
stance, in the city of Lincoln, in order to become a factor so that it 
will compete with other markets for national revenue and can com- 
pete for networks, has to get a reasonable number of people within 
its service area or a competitive area. In order to do it, it has got 
to reach out much farther than if the station was located in New 
Jersey or Pennsylvania. It has got to transmit its signal over a very 
long distance. 

If you reduce the coverage potential of a station in Lincoln, Nebr., 
or Hastings or Grand Island or whatever, and if you say, can you 
serve 20 miles from your area, or you must go to UHF, because you 
are serving more area than you are capable of, and you must do that 
in order that we can level off competitive opportunity, then you have 
prevented the stations in that area from being able ever to assemble 
a sufficient number of listeners to attract national advertising and to 
become self-supporting. 

As a matter of fact, the thing that has been difficult for me to under- 
stand is how in the name of heaven a UHF station that could not com- 
pete with a VHF station because the VHF station had greater cover- 
age, so you say that the VHF station must cut down its coverage to 
be the equal of the UHF station, and then neither one of them will 
be able to attract national advertising, and then the newspapers and 
the radio, of course, will pick up the business. You have by that move 
made both of the stations, the UHF and the VHF failures. 

Senator Bowrrne. You do not think it was a mistake to mix the 
stations? 

Mr. Prerson. I do not think it was a mistake, but it was dictated 
by the statute. The Commission had to be certain that the rural 
areas had service which could be assured only with VHF, and they 
had to be certain that they had a proper number of stations in order 
that they could make assignments in the crowded areas in the East, 
and one part of the spectrum would do one thing, but not both. 

Senator Porrrer. Along that line, how many receivers would you 
have to have to receive your signal in order to be a profitable opera- 
tion, and I believe you said it is more or less a rule of thumb, of about 
100,000. It seems to me that whether it be UHF or VHF, that the 
Commission should be more flexible in granting licenses and condi- 
tions to operate, and I assume that in some areas these booster sta- 
tions might be an answer to both UHF and VHF. 

Mr. Prerson. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. If we are going to be able to cover the area and 
make it that no one will operate unless he can make a profit out of it, 
then it has got to be a successful operation irrespective of whether it 
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is UHF or VHF, and I am thinking of northern Michigan for ex- 
ample, and I think we have an allocation of a couple of VHF stations 
in the Upper Peninsula. I think Marquette is the largest city of 
about 30,000. 

Mr. Pierson. I think there have been some applications of Bay City 
or Saginaw. 

Senator Porrrr. That is not the Upper Peninsula. 

Mr. Pierson. Oh. For example, Escanaba. 

Senator Porrer. For anyone to be successful, they would either have 
to have a lot of power or else possibly some booster stations to reach 
out into the area where people would like to have the television serv- 
ice, and also so that the company could be able to have a successful 
operation. 

Mr. Prerson. I think the Upper Peninsula of Michigan offers an 
excellent example or possibility of extending coverage sufficiently far 
to obtain enough listeners to make it economically sound, and it is 
much greater on VHF than on UHF and with respect to the question 
of flexibility and the Commission’s rulings on allocation, that would 
involve a several-hour argument itself, and I can only speak for 
myself and can’t speak for the VHF companies because they have not 
been queried on this point, but I do have some agreement with the 
contentions that the rules on allocation tend to be much more inflex- 
ible to meet these needs as they appear. 

I must confess, however, that I realize the tremendous problem that 
the Commission had at the onset, that they had to have some basis 
from which to proceed. I am hopeful that, as we progress, we will 
lose that inflexibility to a substantial extent. 

Senator Porrer. My suggestion was not made, by any means, to 
criticize the Commission, because, I think, probably, at the time of the 
allocation they had no way of knowing at that time just where the 
gaps would be, but I do think we are reaching a point now where that 
should be given serious consideration. 

Mr. Prerson. I think that the other problem of the Commission 
was that there were poised about 1,000 applications to be filed and the 
Commission had to indicate to each applicant of a channel just what 
channel he might be able to apply for in that community. Otherwise, 
there would have been complete chaos. I think the inflexibility has 
primarily resulted from that problem, and that problem, we hope, if 
the Commission is not instructed to impose a freeze, will be solved be- 
cause they are getting pretty well to the end of their processing 
problems. 

Senator Bowrine. We have heard a lot about making the sets so 
that they can receive both signals, and they have talked about every 
type of converter from the small and inexpensive type that I can 
afford, up to the larger and better type of the kind that you can afford. 

We had a witness testify that it would cost $6.50 for an 82-channel 
tuner to cover all the channels. Is there any reason why the Federal 
Commnuications Commission or this committee cannot ask these li- 
censees of these valuable stations to produce these sets, and wouldn’t 
that force the manufacturers to make them? If you can make them 
for $6.50, it seems to me we are worrying about something unneces- 
sarily. 

Mr. Prerson. In the first place, I think it would be desirable for 
you to ask them. 
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Senator Bowrrne. I am asking your opinion, sir, not theirs. 

Mr. Pierson. And I am giving my opinion. I think it would be 
desirable for them to do that. 

Secondly, I think they will do it if the proposal to lift the excise 
tax is done. 

Thirdly, I think it is of doubtful propriety without a tremendous 
amount of study for Congress to instruct anyone to build anything 
in a particular way. I think the best you can do is to try to set up 
the clneste under which they will do the things you hope they will do. 

Senator Bowrtne. It seems to me if they can make these for $6.50, 
that it would be most helpful to the people if the sets were able to 
receive all these signals. tt seems to me that the manufacturers are 
cutting about 85 percent of the television channels. 

Mr. Pierson. { am afraid I am probably in an area with respect 
to the problem, an area of lack of knowledge that I should probably 
pass over the question. 

While $6.50 seems to be a relatively small sum of money, it is my 
understanding that the average radio manufacturer has a margin, 
or is deemed to be an efficient operator if he has a margin in terms 
of gross income of 6 percent above his costs. 

In other words, if you take all the money that they take in, and 
if he efficiently operates and is successful in the business, the amount 
of profit he now gets out of his total gross is about 6 percent in a good 
year. 

Well, $6.50 may not seem like a lot of money, to put the $6.50 
in the set without changing the price, or to put the $6.50 in the set, 
and boost the price, and therefore not sell as many, or to put them 
in and increase substantially inventories that cannot be sold, you 
easily turn your business from a profit to a loss. The $6.50 is not, 
such an incidental figure. 

Senator Bowrrne. It seems to me, as a buyer and not as a manu- 
facturer, that if I were buying a set that cost $400 that in order to 
receive more channels I would be very happy to add $6 to receive more 
than one signal. 

Mr. Pierson. That would not be the result. The $6 figure, as I 
understand it, was the bench cost to the manufacturer. That is what it 
costs him. From the time the set leaves the factory bench and it gets 
in the hands of the public, the price multiplies somewhere between 
4 to 8 times. In other words, in terms of final retail price, that $6 
could be $48 or $24, whatever the factor is. 

Senator Bownrine. If the excise tax were taken off, it would take 
care of that, and with the taking off of the excise tax, then if they 
had the direction that all these sets be made that they could receive 
all channels, and I recall someone said yeserday it is like having two 
different types of railroads with the different widths of the track, 
and I am not insistent that they make 6 percent. As a matter of fact, 
the cattlemen have not made 6 percent, but if we could sell twice as 
many cattle as we did before, we thought that was pretty good 
business. aan 

Mr. Prerson. If cattlemen started losing money 

Senator Bowrtne. We did lose money, and we stayed in business, 
and we keep losing it. 1 

Mr. Pierson. We think that if they fail to earn a profit, they gen- 
erally do not continue long in business. : 
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Senator Bowrrne. I would hate to think that they would fail in this 
business. It seems to me that the manufacturers could broaden the 
field there. It seems to me that some requirement should be made that 
the sets could receive all these signals. It is not much benefit if you 
cannot receive them. 

Senator Porrer. It seems to me that is the core of the whole thing. 
If all sets could receive the UHF as well as the VHF signal, there 
would be no problem. 

Mr. Prerson. That is right, and I do not want to be misunderstood. 
The VHF group that I represent are very much in favor of lifting the 
excise tax on the basis or belief that that will result in the manufac- 
turers making all sets that have full UHF capability. 

Senator Porrer. I can imagine if you did for television sets, there 
might be manufacturers in other businesses who might think it might 
be helpful for them. 

Mr. Pierson. I think that is probable. 

Senator Porrer. I think some of them have received relief, and as 
a matter of fact, I understand it is in the rumor stage that in this 
present tax bill the committee will resist any effort to have any excise 
tax included in the tax bill, but I understand they will receive a 
promise that the next tax bill that will come up in this session, and 
there will be others, that this will definitely be considered. 

Mr. Prerson. I think that is very encouraging. 

Senator Porrer. And I am hopeful that that will happen. 

I would like to ask this further question: Take for example the city 
of Philadelphia, where you have 3 VHF stations, or St. Louis where 
they will have 3 VHF stations—do you believe a UHF operator can 
operate suecessfully in either one of those communities and, if so, how 
can they? 

Mr. Prerson. If it were my money, I wouldn’t invest in a fourth 
VHF station in Philadelphia, and therefore I would have to say that 
I do not think UHF would have a substantial opportunity at the 
present time. 

But perhaps a long-range answer is by comparison to the AM 
version in radio, and "I think there is a singular analogy. In AM 
radio they had a very similar problem. They needed a large number 
of stations so that they could have sufficient stations for the concen- 
trated cities of the East, and yet in the Far West and the Middle West 
they needed stations that would reach out long distances. The Com- 
mission adopted an allocation plan when AM radio was about the same 
age as television was in 1952, and here is what they did. They set 
aside certain frequencies upon which a large number of stations would 
operate, but with low powers and low coverage, and those stations 
would generally serve only the cities in which they were located. 

They, set aside other channels, what they called regional channels, 
with regard to which a fewer number of stations could operate, and 
those stations served large urban areas and regional areas. 

Then they set aside I believe at that time about 40 frequencies upon 
which only 1 station in the country or at least a very few would be 
permitted to operate. They called those clear-channel stations. 

They therefore adopted an allocation plan that would give a suffi- 
cient number of stations in the crowded areas, and at the same time 
give wide rural coverage in the areas in which the people’s only hope 
for service is to obtain it over long distances. 
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The reason that I think that experience is particularly encouraging 
here is because today we have many markets in this country in which 
a 250-watt local station, a 5,000-watt regional station, and a 50,000- 
watt clear-channel station are operating in the same market and com- 
peting with each other. 

Many stations in each class are very, very successful. Now what 
was not done in AM was to say that in order to equalize competitive 
opportunity, we are going to prevent people in the remote rur: al area 
from getting service. Rather, we are going to adopt an allocation 
plan that will technically assure them a service and hope that private 
enterprise can find the means of making them wrong. I submit that it 
is the concept of the present act. It was the proper thing for the 
Commission to do and I submit that free enterprise has made it work 
and if given the opportunity, if given the opportunity in television, 

e are satisfied that it will make it work here. 

Senator Porrer. However, if you did that as you did in AM, if the 
same receivers can receive the same signal—— 

Mr. Pierson. We did not always have that. In AM some of the 
receivers would not take the top part of the band and there was, as 
Mr. Storer related this morning, a conversion problem in their sets, 
their receivers, which did not all have the same fidelity and the same 
characteristics. 

The one thing that I think is important to remember is that the 
Commission did not decide that in order to equalize the opportunity 
for private investors, they would adopt a system that would forever 
preclude certain people in our country because of their location of 
getting service, and I think that was a sound approach. 

Senator Bowrtne. Mr. Cullum yesterday said that ultra high fre- 
quency was forruralareas. If that was so, why did the Federal Com- 
munications Commission mix up VHF and UHF in the large cities? 

Mr. Pierson. I believe his testimony was that VHF was for rural 
areas, 

Senator Bowrtne. Maybe I misunderstood him. Where there is 
a big circle and a concentration of population then it looks to me 
when you get into this area where you have the larger cities and you 
enlarge these big circles, you seem to block out the little ones. 

Mr. Prerson. When this big circle blocks out the little circles, we 
must remember that while you are furnishing competition to the 
people operating in the little circle, which may be good, they are also 
blanketing in people who might not otherwise get service, and one 
difficulty in our country is that you cannot say that all the rural area 
are entirely out in the Great Plairs or the Rocky Mountains, slakemae 
being from there I sort of tend to think so. 

Senator Bowrine. You can understand that I might be interested in 
that area, also, slightly. 

Mr. Pierson. Oh, yes, indeed. But there are rural areas in the 
northern part of Pennsylvania, rural areas in the northern part of 
New England that have great difficulty in even getting radio service, 
and greater difficulty in ‘getting television, and for that reason you 
can hardly take any part of the country where there is not some neces- 
sity for long-distance service. 

Senator Bowrtne. As an engineer, do you think that the Federal 
Communications Commission, if they thought it was desirable to 
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unscramble this thing, do you think they can do that? Do you think 
they have the authority to do that? 

Mr. Pierson. I do not want to be traveling under false colors. I 
am not an engineer. I am a lawyer. 

Secondly, I think they have full authority to modify their allo- 
cation plan if they find that the public interest will be served. I have 
serious doublt that the public interest—and I thoroughly believe that 
it would not be served by such an attempted unscrambling at the 
time. 

Senator Bowrrne. I am awfully sorry to have called an attorney 
an engineer. I saw so many things that you said here that I thought 
maybe you missed your calling. 

Mr. Pierson. I think there has been substantial representation 
already made in the record with regard to the tremendous costs to 
the public in the obsolescence of the sets that would result from a 
shift of all stations to UHF or from the eliminating of intermixture. 

There was some contention that this might have been solved by 
extending the period over which this would be accomplished, over a 
period of 5 years or so. 

One difficulty is that we have no evidence to show how long it 
takes the public to junk their sets. We do not know that there have 
been any positive results on that. We do know that there have been 
verv few trade-ins and there are very few used sets on the market. 

Mr. Roberts gave some testimony to the effect that they buy a new 
set and then they move the old set to the bedroom or the back porch. 

Senator Bowrrne. Might I ask another question, Senator Potter ? 

Senator Porrer. Certainly. 

Senator Bowrrne. While I did not take it that 5 years was the point 
on which they had definitely set upon which they had come to a con- 
clusion, I thought perhaps it was something which could be worked 
from. 

Mr. Prerson. I do not think they have any basis now to determine 
what that period would be. 

Senator Porrer. The Commission just put out some data, and the 
answer to the question “How long do television set owners keep their 
sets before buying a new one?” was that it is estimated that the 
average television set is turned in for a new set, average 6 or 7 years. 
I would assume one way to get a new set is to have an increase in 
the size of the screen. At least, that is the way my wife looks at it. 

Mr. Pierson. I want to turn now to the question of the effect of 
the elimination of intermixture, the effect that it would have upon 
those who have made investments in existing VHF operations. I 
believe there is a factor involved in what would seem to be the results 
from that change. The investment in the plants that have been made 
to date on VHF were made in prospect of specific VHF channels, 
and the business decision of each one of those people was based on 
what they figured was the economic potentiality of the specific VHF 
channel that they applied for. 

I believe it is quite clear from the record that the economic poten- 
tials of VHF and UHF are different. I believe the record also shows 
that generally UHF investors risk less money on plant, which obvi- 
ously reflects the general judgment that UHF justifies a lower risk, 
risk of money. 
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Now these UHF investors having had the rules of allocation of the 
Commission, and it took them 4 years to decide them, in which the 
Government said, “Here are the channels that will be used in this town, 
and then decide that they are going to go ahead upon a basis of the 
channel that the Government says is available and spend a substan- 
tial amount of money on the economic potential of that channel, 
I believe it is highly injurious and unfair to those investors to now 
adopt ex post factor Government action that substantially decreases 
the value of their investment and may well turn what was a profit- 
able investment into a loss, 

I do not think that they took any risk that Government would, 
within less than 2 years after it stated its allocation plan, would change 
the thing around completely. I have read testimony in the record by 
some of the UHF advocates that they felt that they had an equity in 
the fact that they did not expect the Commission to cut through the 
redtape and give the public this service as fast as it did, and therefore 
this was changing the rules of the game because they thought Govern- 
ment delays would be so extensive that they could operate for several 
years without fear of competition. 

Now if they have an equity in that, I submit that the VHF investors 
have a greater equity in the fact that they invested money on a very 
deliberate plan promulgated by the Government that had every ap- 
pearance of being final. 

Senator Bowrtna. I hope you understand, Mr. Pierson, that I am 
interested in both of the “theys,” and including “they” the people. 
I am interested in “they” the UHF and “they” the VHF, but the 
people also. 

Mr. Pirrson, I would like to address myself for the moment to the 
effect upon “they” the people of what I would think would be a highly 
unstable Government position in this business, if we change it now 

It is said that under our present concept tremendous sums of capital 
are required from the private free enterprise if the system is going to 
work. The potential, the capital potentially available from free 
enterprise is inversely proportionate to the fickleness and instability 
of Government in whatever regulatory position it must assume in 
the industry. 

It has always been true in the history of both radio and television 
that the principal money markets have not been easy for broadcast 
operations to tap and one of the most frequently given reasons is that 
they have only temporary licenses and that they are subject to change- 
able Government regulations, and we as prudent investors do not want 
to invest in a business with those hazards. 

Now if the Government makes another change—and this has been 
going on since 1946, changes for the third time the basic means with 
which the industry does business, I submit that most prudent and 
conservative investors are going to decide that other industries are a 
better place to put their capital. 

In my opinion, they will tend definitely to leave us to the fringe in- 
vestors who, I think, are not participants in this business, desirable 
participants. I believe, therefore, that if the subcommittee agrees 
that private enterprise must furnish tremendous sums of capital in 
puncnnene equipment and purchasing programs and in building sta- 
tions, the Government can best serve it by taking a stable position, and 
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not changing it from month to month or year to year. I believe that 
it would tend ultimately to destroy the confidence of capital in the 
business, and since the business depends upon that, it would be in 
derogation of servicing the public. 

Senator Bowring. And 1 presume you mean that a stable position 
should be taken, and in respect to that do you think it was stabilized 
as of now? 

Mr. Pierson. The last 9 years of history is this, that immediately 
after the war the Commission set out to make a study of the frequen- 
cies with which to start at the earliest possible moment a television 
system, and they came out with an allocation plan in 1946. 

"On the basis of that plan, a number of people applied. In 1948 
Government said they thought they might have made a mistake, and 
now they were sure. So they said they were holding everything up 
in the industry. No more stations until we have completed this allo- 
cation plan. 

Senator Bowrine. That was beneficial to some people, was it not? 

Mr. Pierson. I am merely reciting now without attempting to criti- 
cize the instability of the Government that takes this position up to 
date. They took 4 years to decide what kind of an allocation plan 
they would adopt, and they finally adopted one and put it into effect in 
July of 1952. 

Now 18 months later the proposal is that we overhaul the whole 
thing and go back and change the means by which these things are to be 
accomplished under a completely different means, and at the same 
time not only harming a lot of private investors who based their 
investment upon that plan, but changing an industry, having a tre- 
mendously adverse effect upon the business in its investment in receiv- 
ing means and that is what I mean, that after 9 years of instability 
it seemed it might be a desirable thing to give free enterprise a chance 
to work this thing out for a period “of a few years, before we start 
overhauling the whole thing all over again. 

Senator Bowrine. I presume the pe ople who objected to the Federal 
Communications Commission plans, are doing what they were doing 
at that time, are they not, Mr. Pierson ? 

Mr. Prerson. I think that is true. I suspect that this is also true, 
and the Commission can scarcely take any action but that someone 
doesn’t object. 

Senator Bowrrne. Do you think that the lawyers and the engineers 
were keeping the Feder -al Communications Commission informed at 
the time they took this action? They messed up about 85 percent of 
our television channels, although I take it you do not think it is 
messed up. 

Mr. Pierson. No, I do not think there is any mess. I think that the 
Commission did a wonderful job with the very difficult problems. 

Senator Bowrrne. And with the very best information that they 
could have gotten out of the lawyers and engineers at that time? 

Mr. Prerson. Well, the Commission has a large staff of its own upon 
which they principally rely. Engineers testified before them with 
respect to the plan, and lawyers were in there representing business 
interests that had some information to give to the Commission, and it 
is fair to say that all the lawyers were not in agreement with each 
other, no more than they are now, nor were the engineers. 

Senator Porrer. That makes for good lawyers. 
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Senator Bowrinc. Thank you for your patience. 

Mr. Pierson. Thank you for your patience. Iam afraid I have not 
completely covered the point. 

[ would like to speak more specifically with regard to the proposals 
to freeze the issuance of further construction permits and authoriza- 
tions to cover outstanding permits. ‘The adverse effect of such a pro- 

osal upon both public and private interests is appalling. 

The public investment in receivers has already been stated in the 
record, and we must remember that every one of those receivers has 
a limited use so long as they are stations that the Commission has 
allocated, and the people are willing to build but not actually to put 
into operation. 

There are 22 cities in the top 100 markets that only have 1 VHF 
station. The proposal there, and I should add that in each 1 of those 
markets there are either applications pending for 1 or 2 other VHF 
stations, or there have been applications granted and the VHF sta- 
tions are in the course of construction. 

The freeze, so far as the listeners in this area are concerned, would 
mean that from 1948 to whatever date in the future this freeze would 
be lifted, those people would be left without the use of their channels. 
The receivers would have limited value. 

They propose that this freeze should be imposed, for the benefit 
of people who took a risk in free enterprise and now desire to avoid 
the competition that would be established if the freeze is not imposed. 

In other words, as much as we might fear for the people who are 
experiencing losses in television, the fact remains that the freeze pro- 
posal is nothing more or less than a proposal to pass the injury that 
they are suffering from their own voluntary decisions onto the public 
a“ to their potential competitors. 

I do not believe that this is in accord with the concept that has been 
adopted in the present legislation regulating the industry, and I be- 
lieve also that during the period of the freeze, the freeze itself tends 
to promote monopoly. It must promote that, because the very pur- 
pose of the freeze is to prevent competition with the people who pro- 
posed it. 

I would like now to consider the case of the applicants. An ap- 
plicant was generally confronted with certain is when he de- 
cided to file an application. He first could decide whether he wanted 
to get into the business or not. 

Secondly, the Commission gave him notice of the facilities avail- 
able and various communities so he could pick his community. And 
if it was an intermixed market, he could apply for either VHF or 
UHF. 

If he applied for VHF, the prospect was that because of the greater 
number of applications for VHF channels, he would have to go 
through a comparative hearing. These comparative hearings are 
tremendously complex, and time-consuming. I have seen estimates 
varying from $10,000 to $200,000 per applicant in the cost of prosecu- 
tion, and I believe the record to date in one comparative hearing case 
was 62 days actually spent in hearing. The hearing started in the 
fall of 1952, and there is not yet an initial decision of the examiner. 

Most of the persons who applied for VHF realized that this cost 
and this gamble were there. Those in UHF who got in the market 
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earlier, they knew they would have the advantage to be established 
earlier and have the advantage of established relationships with all 
the elements in the industry that make up a going business. 

But they knew, or at least it was generally thought and believed 
and now proven, that the economic potential of VHF would be greater, 
so that the one who decided to go for VHF felt he would take the 
gamble and the disadvantages with the hope of ultimately prevailing 
as one of the applicants. 

The applicant for UHF had the same information before him. He 
realized that in most cases if he filed his application for UHF there 
would be practically no prosecution costs at all. 

The lawyers and engineers would make practically nothing. His 
money could be spent for actual productive purposes, that is, building 
the station instead of wasting it on litigation. He knew that there 
was a good chance that he would probably get on the air earlier. He 
also should have known since these were things that were bruited 
about from one end of the country to another, that there were prob- 
lems in connection with circulation, programs, and revenue for UHF. 

I think we must realize that by and large everyone had the same 
opportunity to make his choice. I submit that the tremendous amount 
of money that is now invested by those who took the VHF route of 
application proceedings before the Commission certainly justifies 
the contention that they should not be delayed further, and further 
injured because somebody else decided to take another risk, the UHF 
people, that they now have decided it is bad. 

The injuries upon permittees who have gotten applications granted 
after spending much money in prosecuting their applications and 
now have committed many thousands of dollars to get their permit 
and go ahead and construct the station are even greater in my opinion. 

They say we will have only a 90- or 180-day freeze. In 1948, when 
the Commission instituted the freeze to do a similar reallocation job 
as has been suggested here, it was predicted it would be concluded 
within 8 to6 months. It lasted 4 years, and I believe the job that the 
Commission would have to do in determining this matter would take 
substantially longer than 90 or 180 days. 

I submit that not only would the freeze injure those applicants and 
the permittees who are partially built, but that it would deny to the 
public the use of the facilities of the applicant that the Commission 
is ready to grant, and which the free enterprise is ready to support. 
It would harm the public by reducing the competition in every market 
where it had any effect whatsoever. 

Senator Bowrrne. I have over a long time interested myself in high- 
ways and I am thinking about people putting up hamburger stands 
and gas stations and all that type of thing that go along the highways. 
{ do not recall the highway department ever saying anything to those 
people when they desired to put the highway some place else. I don’t 
know whether they said anything to you or not, but I thought you 
might be interested in what is going on in my mind. 

Mr. Pierson. I am first aware of the fact that roads are located 
generally for getting the public with the most facility to where they 
want to go. 

Senator Bowrrne. And we want to do that with this medium also. 

Mr. Prerson. And persons who invest with the hope that a road 
will stay are never insured, I assume, against when a road will be 
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moved. I know they are not in my State of Iowa, and I assume not 
in the other States of the Union. 

But I think the comparison ends there, because the State does not 
hold out to people whom it invites to file applications to locate filling 
stations or grocery stores where they are going to locate the roads. 

Here we have the Government performing a permissive function. 
You cannot, like in the case of a filling station, go out and build one 
if you can buy the land and have the « capits ul. First you have to go to 
the Government and you have to apply for the right to use the space 
along the road. 

Now the roads are laid out by the Government as a basis for attract- 
ing free enterprise to use the space on them and along them to render 
a public service, and I think the responsibility of Government there 
is vastly greater than in the case of the fellow who builds the filling 
station along a highway. 

Senator Bowring. I go along with you that there may be a different 
degree. 

Mr. Prerson. Actually I want to make sure that it is understood. 
I think this case must be based upon the public equities and perhaps 
our emphasis on private equities is primarily brought about by the 

fact that those who testified before us placed great emphasis upon 
their private equities, and it is an effort to show that even if it were 
to be decided on private equities, the equities are at least even or 
I, obviously with the bias of advocacy, think that they are on our 
side, but to continue, the public equity must control and there are 
no private equities here that can override the public interest. 

There has been an attack upon the Commission’s effort to reduce 
red tape to a minimum in its attempt to give the public its earliest 
vonetisls use of channels that had been denied the public as a result 
of more than four years of a freeze period. 

To understand what the Commission did and how well it did its 
job in this connection we should have an appreciation for the tremend- 
ous processing task with which it was faced in 1952. As of July 
of 1952 there were only 108 stations in the country located in 63 
markets and 40 of those markets were single-station markets. 

Because of this scarcity in facilities, the development of the whole 
industry was delayed, the development of the program, the develop- 
ment of networks, the development of revenue sources were more or 
less held in abeyance as a result of the lack of physical means to 
establish a full system that could be a medium of mass communica- 
tions and an attractive medium to advertisers. There was the public 
demand for service which grew louder and louder. 

Free enterprise was poised with tremendous amounts of capital 
ready to go into business as soon as the Commission would issue the 
means by ‘which the business could be done. We had then a situation 
where everyone that was an essential element and prepared to make 
this system work was ready to go except the Government. 

Under these circumstances, I do not see how anyone can possibly 
criticize the public’s representatives in Congress for urging upon the 
Commission the need for all deliberate speed in meeting this public 
demand. 

Why should Government take longer than necessary to perform its 
functions in this system, and what evil, I submit, is greater than 
Government red tape that prevents people from getting the produc- 
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tion and the services that they demand? I submit no Congressman 
or Senator need apologize for urging the Commission, staying within 
the lawful processes set out by the act, to cut the red tape to the 
maximum possible if it gets television to the people that they so much 
demanded, and that free enterprise was willing to furnish. 

Senator Porrer. Along those lines, I believe that the Congress last 
year appropriated additional funds, $300,000, for 25 extra examining 
teams, I believe, to expedite and clean up the backlog. 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. I would like to spend a small amount 
of time on what the Commission did next, after it lifted the freeze. 

First, a tremendous volume of applications were filed, and the 
Commission had to examine the applications to determine whether or 
not each applicant had the qualifications required by law. 

Now, if upon examination of the application, they found that the 
applicant did have such qualifications, then they could grant the appli- 
cation under the law without a hearing, providing there was no 
application pending that was in conflict with it. 

If there was an application in conflict with it, the Commission, as 
a matter of law and as a matter of due process, had to give the appli- 

cant, who ultimately will be denied, an opportunity to be heard before 

he is denied. This is what resulted in the comparative hearings, 
which, as I have stated before, were tremendously complex, tremen- 
dously long, tremendously costly to the public in loss of service and 
to private litigants and the Government in the cost of litigation. 

One other think, I think, should be borne in mind; that it is a rare 
exception in these comparative cases where the Commission has not 
found all the applicants who were applying fully qualified under the 
requirements of the law in which the only necessity for a hearing 
resulted primarily from giving the one to be denied his day in court. 

The Commission adopted procedures that were designed to expedite 
to the maximum possible extent the time spent in these he: arings, and 
to procedures that would accommodate settlement as between private 
parties. 

It has been a characteristic of our advanced judicial system in this 
country to do everything they can to encourage settlement of private 
controversies without the use of court processes. We have had pro- 
visions all the time that frivolous actions and cases that were not 
really controversies were not entitled to use the processes of the court. 

Now, the people who have criticized the Commission’s procedures 
that were designed to make earlier the date when the public would re- 
ceive service and were designed to eliminate the financial, economic, 
and social waste of litigation, have said that one of the primary duties 
of the Commission is to encourage comparative proceedings because 
it is through comparative proceedings that you can find an applicant 
who is better qualified. 

I submit that is not the principal function of the Commission, nor 
even an important function of the Commission if we look at the reali- 
ties of the situation. 

As I have said before, these applicants are equally well qualified 
under the law, so the Commission must decide which one of them will 
render the best public service and the Commission does that by draw- 
ing inferences from the proposals that they make or inferences from 
their background qualifications. 
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Because of the practicalities of the situation, both of these qualifica- 
tions tend to equivalence. When a person files an application that 
will go through a comparative proceeding, he knows that to succeed 
le must present proposals that will be superior to those of the people 
with whom he is competing, or at least equal. Generally, in all these 
comparative cases, all the applicants propose about the same number of 
hours of operation, the applicants proposing about the same staff and 
the same plant. 

The same is true in connection with their background qualifications. 
A lot of these television applicants are newly formed enterprises, and 
they very carefully pick their constituents so that they will present the 
best posture that they can in terms of background qualifications. 

The net result is that 

Senator Porrer. I am going to have to break into your testimony 
and declare a recess for 10 minutes. 

(A short recess was taken. ) 

Senator Bowrine. I am sorry to have to tell you this, Mr. Pierson, 
but a matter has come up on the floor of the Senate and we have to 
attend. We will be in recess until 9:30 tomorrow morning, when we 
will continue with your testimony. 

(Thereupon, at 3:32 p. m., the committee took a recess until tomor- 
row, Friday, June 18, 1954, at 9: 30 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 18, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SuscoMMITTEE No. 2 on COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:38, pursuant to recess, in room G—16 
of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Potter (chairman of the subcommittee) , Schoep- 
pel, Bowring, and Hunt. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, 
counsel for the subcommittee. 

Senator Porrer. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The chairman would like to announce that, unfortunately, while the 
curtain has gone down on the other show, we have an important execu- 
tive session at 10:30. I will have to leave at 10:30, and I probably 
will not be able to be back until the beginning of the afternoon session. 

I have talked with Senator Schoeppel. Senator Schoeppel will be 
here and, in order to expedite the hearings, I would suggest we con- 
tinue with the hearings. I can assure you, however, any testimony 
that is given in my absence will be read thoroughly by me as soon as 
time permits, which will be this weekend. 

I regret, however, it will be impossible for me to be here during the 
full day, but you can well appreciate we have to divide ourselves in 
many parts in order to do our work here in the Senate. 

We have a statement from Mr. Ansel E. Gridley, vice president of 
the Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., which I would like to submit for 
the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANSEL BE. GriIpiey 


Television station WWOR-TV operates on channel 14 in Worcester, Mass., 
having commenced operation on November 16, 1953. I make the following state- 
ment on behalf of Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., licensee of WWOR-TYV. 


A. TRANSMITTER POWER 


I personally consider the transmitter power problem to be a lesser problem, 
and one on which generalization is dangerous. As in AM radio certain 250-watt 
stations are giving excellent coverage of their markets while some 5-kilowatt 
directionalized stations are producing substandard market coverage, so in tele- 
vision the same principles may obtain. With proper site selection and antenna 
height, especially on the lower UHF channels, many stations are delivering ex- 
cellent market coverage with 1-kilowatt transmitters. Obviously, this depends 
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on terrain, size of market, etc. Many secondary market stations do not need 
maximum area coverage properly to serve their markets and to have no in-the- 
market VHF competition. In large markets, and especially markets with direct 
VHF competition, power becomes much more important, in order to convince 
clients of comparable coverage. I believe that higher power UHF transmitting 
equipment will be available in most cases as early as sensible economic feasibility 
dictates its use by growing UHF operators. 


B. THE RECEIVER PROBLEM 


Of the technical problems, I believe the receiver problem is perhaps the most 
acute 

1. The cost of converting VHF receivers for UHF reception are in general 
too high, although they have been materially reduced in the past year. 

2. Continued sale of VHF-only receivers in new UHF areas is a real problem. 
It is my belief that anyone in a UHF market who purchases a VHF-only set 
has been sold an obsolete receiver. If the FCC, perhaps in conjunction with 
manufacturers, better business bureaus and others could require all VHF-only 
sets in such areas to be advertised and plainly marked as tuning only part of 
the TV stations it would be helpful. Over a period of time, if all-channel 
receivers were sold almost exclusively in the area as a result of this, even 
stations not fortunate enough to be able to program excitingly enough to cause 
fast conversion, would build a sizable audience. 

3. Price differential for all-channel versus VHF-only receivers has been greatly 
narrowed and further mass production, induced by greater percentage all- 
channel sales, should enable even further reduction in differential. 

4. Standardization of IF frequencies and radiation reduction and quality 
control in manufacture should be of great concern to the Commission as well 
as the telecaster, to insure maximum consistent service to the public. 

5. RF amplifier tubes capable of operating at UHF frequencies are now in 
production. However, few all channel receiver or UHF converter manufac- 
turers are using these as yet. While these tubes do provide some gain and 
a hetter noise figure than many crystal mixers, this is still one of the weakest 
links in really good UHF coverage. It is imperative that designers attempt as 
quickly as possible to design UHF receivers which will obtain noise figures 
more nearly comparable to present-day VHF front ends, and that manufacturers 
place them into production as soon as possible. This is doubly important 
when considering the fact that the tendency is to use physically small an- 
tennas for UHF reception, providing comparably small capture area and far 
less voltage at the antenna terminals of the UHF receiver. It appears that 
most UHF antennas used are single bow-tie reflector combinations, and seldom 
is anything as large as even a 4-stacked unit seen. Even a full 32-element 
eolinear antenna for UHF provides less capture area than the widely used 
stacked VHF arrays. 

6. Poor installation techniques are a major problem, Installation crews, used 
to working with large VHF arrays and flat line, install haphazardly small UHF 
antennas, poor lead-in lines, high-loss lightning arresters, substandard con- 
verters, etc., and if the picture is less than perfect, blame it on UHF, low sta- 
tion power or anything except their own deficiencies. This problem is most 
acute in brandnew markets, and as the competent crews install good operating 
equipment it becomes more difficult for the fly-by-night installer to convince 
customers of supposed UHF or station difficulties, especially when neighbors 
are obtaining excellent reception. 


C, ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF PRESENT ALLOCATION SYSTEMS 


Stations cannot obtain necessary operating revenues without sufficient pub- 
lic acceptance to provide enough viewers to attract advertisers. Yet insufficient 
viewers cause advertiser reluctance to provide the very programs which are 
necessary to build this audience. 

Programing and promotion are the keys to building andience. Both are very 
expensive. Thus, when a UHF broadcaster finds himself blocked from obtain- 
ing network programs because of a VHF station, he not only loses a chance 
for audience development, but must provide additional costly film or local pro- 
graming. 

It would seem that in the long run the networks have a major stake in the 
development of a nationwide competitive television system, of which UHF is 
a necessary part. So far, in general, I do not believe the networks have rec- 
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ognized this responsibility. They should not be allowed to sit by and wait 
until the station builds audience and then affiliate when they feel the selling 
job will be easy. Since both the network and station stand to make money 
in a market where substantial audience is obtained, I believe that the networks 
should take an active part in development of new television stations, whether 
VHF or UHF by affiliating at an early date and working together with the sta- 
tion to develop a profitable operation and to deliver maximum service to the 
public. Most stations cannot do this job without network support. Eventually, 
the network may also need these stations who need them so desperately now. 
With proper cooperation, there is no reason to assume that even in mixed 
UHF-—-VHF markets, ultimately a well-managed, aggressive UHF station may 
not be a more valuable affiliate, delivering a larger audience, than many VHF 
stations. Thus, something definitely should be done to obviate the situation 
where existing VHF stations carry the choice of network programs, even on a 
delayed basis, rather than allow the UHF station to provide live clearance at 
the time of broadcast. 

It seems quite apparent that existing VHF stations are loath to give up even 
a small portion of their fringe coverage, even though their billings could scarcely 
be affected because of the importance of their own markets. Because of their 
present importance to the networks and advertisers, in many cases the influence 
of these stations is great enough to sway network affiliation thinking and to 
discourage advertisers from buying new TV stations in their fringe areas. 

In our own case during the period when our application was pending before 
the FCC, NBC through its stations relations vice president, Harry Bannister, 
indicated they were prepared to offer Salisbury a full NBC affiliation on a basic 
“must buy” basis as soon as the CP was forthcoming. A full discussion among 
the principals was had as to the exact meaning of “must buy,” proposed net- 
work rates and other details of the proposed affiliation. 

By the time the construction permit was actually received however, the 
reception of NBC had become quite cool and Salisbury was subsequently in- 
formed that NBC was not further interested in affiliating in Worcester at that 
time. Copies of correspondence concerning this point are attached hereto 
(exhibits A-E). 

We cannot help but believe that in large measure this complete about-face 
of thinking at NBC was largely due to the power and influence of Westing- 
house, whose WBZ-TV was delivering a fringe signal to Worcester and con 
templated and has since received further power boosts improving this fring 
coverage. Worcester is a proud and autonomous market with few if any Boston 
ties and geographically lies nearly as far from Boston as does Providence, R. I. 
Worcester is the 32d most important market in the United States. We submit 
that Worcester is an important enough market to warrant NBC coverage from 
its own local station and that support of such a network would have been of 
great value in building audience and prestige for the station. NBC is currently 
reexamining the possibility of affiliation, 

Because the ABC television network has no regular outlet in Boston, Salisbury 
was able to obtain a primary affiliation with that network and also a supple- 
mentary agreement with the Du Mont television network which also presently 
has no full time Boston affiliate. Just what will happen to this picture if and 
when a further VHF permit is granted for the city of Boston is problematical. 

Presumably the same sort of fringe coverage for CBS from Boston’s WNAC-TV 
and the necessity for maintaining good relations with that station as well as 
CBS’s own application for Boston had something to do with CBS’s attitude of 
noninterest in affiliating in the Worcester market. 

From the advertisers’ standpoint a specific example is here cited. Soon after 
Salisbury commenced operation on channel 14 in Worcester, a client in Boston 
wanted the Salisbury facilities for one of its programs. This program was being 
carried by WBZ-TYV and the client offered to pay them a fee for allowing channel 
14 to pick up the program from their station and retransmit it for increased 
Worcester coverage. Permission for this off-the-air pick up was denied by 
WBZ-TYV on the basis that they felt they were covering the Worcester market 
adequately. Thus even though the sponsor desired coverage from the Worcester 
station, the VHF station did not see fit to allow the pickup. Correspondence 
concerning the above incident is attached hereto (exhibits F-G). 

More liberal terms on equipment purchases would be very helpful to new UHF 
stations, who must go through a prolonged loss period. Insured loans or more 
liberal credit availability from normal banking sources as a result of sensible 
action insuring UHF’s orderly growth, would also be helpful to many operators. 
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Program costs, most particularly feature and syndicated film costs, are also 
prohibitive in many cases. Suppliers, used to extracting high prices from the 
“fat cat” VHF operators find it difficult to get realistic, especially in intermixed 
markets. Since advertisers buy largely on cost-per-thousand and thus most UHF 
rate cards are comparatively very low and sales hard to come by, it would seem 
only fair that program suppliers also adjust their costs to reflect the number of 
sets in a market capable of receiving the station, rather than on a total market 
population. Few stations will object to paying increasing prices with audience 
increase, as presumably commercial commitments will increase commensurately, 

The way things stand today, I agree that unless adequate measures are insti- 
tuted, the extinction of many additional UHF stations is threatened by quick 
assignment of additional VHF channels through merger or otherwise in inter- 
mixed markets or by granting of further high-power VHF stations in UHF 
markets or with towers situated to cover these markets from outside. 

The UHF Industry Coordinating Committee has made certain suggestions. 
My reaction to these follow: 

1. The public, UHF broadcasters, UHF station personnel, television dealers, 
distributors, servicemen, and manufacturers should be considered by the Senate 
subcommittee and the Commission in its recommendations and action. 

2. The whole allocation plan, and most especially that portion providing for 
intermixture of UHF and VHF in the same market should be studied and revised 
where indicated. 

3. Further grants, either VHF or UHF should be suspended, pending results 
of the overall study and especially a detailed study of the allocation plan. 


ExHtIsitT A 
JUNE 24, 1953. 
Mr. PAUL RITTENHOUSE, 
Station Relations Department, 
National Broadcasting Co., New York 20, N. Y. 


DeaR PAUL: It was a pleasure to talk to you again. 

I shall be anxious to hear of the outcome of your field engineering study in 
the Worcester market. 

Here are a few points which I should like to reemphasize: 

(1) It is my opinion that regardless of field intensity of outside signals, once 
Worcester is served by local UHF television, viewership will rapidly swing to 
the local station. Worcester has always demonstrated itself to be a very proud 
and autonomous market with no outside ties. Its reading and listening habits 
in newspaper and radio have demonstrated this, and local interest in the forth- 
coming local television service is extremely high. This pattern will repeat itself, 
I am sure, and in very short order to sell Worcester by television, it will be 
necessary to utilize a local television station. Since Worcester is 32d most 
important market in the United States (JWT), it would seem to me that NBC 
would want to be certain in the future to be able to deliver this important 
market to its television clients. 

(2) I have personally observed the comparable quality of UHF signals versus 
VHF signals in several markets, and the superiority of the UHF picture is 
startling. We believe that this superiority is really something salable, and 
that with proper promotional effort, conversions will be quite rapid throughout 
the Worcester market area. 

(3) We plan to do a careful, comprehensive, and complete job of promotion 
of UHF as a medium, and of programs, including network, film, and local. 
We also plan a well-integrated additional campaign directed to dealers, jobbers, 
and wholesalers of television receiving equipment. 

We are of course anxious to set our network affiliation plans as quickly as 
feasible so that we will be in a position to start promotion and sales activities 
at the earliest possible date. I shall keep in touch with you from time to time, 
and, in the meantime, should you come to any conclusions one way or the 
other, or have any further questions to ask or further information to impart 
to us, we trust that we shall hear from you. 

Kind personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
ANSEL E. Gripiey, Vice President. 
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ExuHtsit B 
JUNE 24, 1953. 
Mr. Harry BANNISTER, 
Vice President in Charge of Station Relations, 
National Broadcasting Co., New York 20, N. Y. 

Deak Mr. BANNIsTER: When I was in New York this week I had a further 
discussion with Paul Rittenhouse. I am sorry that it was impossible to see you 
at that time. 

I was rather disappointed, however, and not a little surprised that the NBC 
attitude toward Worcester has apparently been somewhat changed since our 
talk with you. 

It would seem to me that the desirability of including Worcester for NBC 
is becoming more important rather than less important now that the dem- 
onstrated superiority of UHF television signals has been so dramatically docu- 
mented. We expect to deliver large viewership in the Worcester market very 
quickly and are preparing careful plans to that end. Since Worcester has al- 
ways demonstrated itself to be a very autonomous market, it would seem to 
me that NBC would be very interested in being able to deliver this market 
now and in the future to its clients, 

I should appreciate the opportunity at your earliest convenience to talk to 
you further personally. 

Kind personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
ANseEL BE. Griviey, Vice President. 


————_—_—— 


ExHIBit C 


NATIONAL BROADCASTING Co., INo, 
New York 20, N. Y., July 2, 1958. 
Mr. ANSEL E. GRIDLEY, 
Vice President, Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., 
Worcester 8, Mass. 
Dear Mr. GRIDLEY; Thank you for your letter of June 24 concerning a possible 
affilation for the Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., with the NBC television network. 
The report received from our fieldman who recently spent some time in 
Worcester indicates that we have considerable and desirable service in this 
market and therefore we do not believe it feasible from a sales point of view 
to affiliate with your organization at this time. 
Sincerely yours, 
HaRgry BANNISTER, 
Vice President, Station Relations. 


Exuisit D 
JuLy 16, 1953. 
Mr. Harry BANNISTER 
Vice President, Station Relations, 
National Broadcasting Co., Inc., New York 20, N. Y. 


Dear Mr. BANNister: This will acknowledge your letter of July 2 in which 
you advised that you do not believe it feasible from a sales point of view to 
affiliate with us at this time. 

From a sales point of view at present, we shall agree that selling Worcester 
for NBC wil! not be easy. Before that becomes easy, it will require consider- 
able audited circulation in the form of UHF converted receivers. We intend 
to do our full part to see that this occurs as rapidly as possible. We submit 
that NBC should do its part to help us achieve this objective, because once this 
is accomplished, both NBC and ourselves stand to make substantial money from 
the Worcester market for years to come. We plan a careful campaign of 
cooperation with dealers and distributors, sensible promotion locally and nation- 
ally and program development locally to supplement network to build audience 
as rapidly as possible. This effort would obviously be aided by an affiliation with 
NBC at this time. 
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Here are some important facts for consideration : 
1. Worcester is the Nation’s 32d most important market. (JWT) 

2. Worcester is a completely proud and autonomous market, and cannot be 
effectively reached from outside, Check newspaper circulation from outside, 
Hooper ratings of WBZ in Worcester. 


3. Signal strength from outside is not important. Worcester has demon- 


strated a strong desire for its own television service, and will look at perfect 
local UHF pictures in preference to any sort of coverage from outside. 

4. National advertisers are now educated to buying Worcester as a market on 
its own merits. Thus Worcester supports 4 AM stations; WTAG has 1 of the 
highest grosses of any station in its class in the United States, and WNEB is 
one of the best 250-watt independents in the Nation. Potential of the market for 
NBC is very excellent. 

5. Salisbury plans excellent sales staff with full-time New York representa- 
tive to aid in network and national spot sales. Paul Raymer Co. will also aid 
in network sales. We believe we can together with the NBC sales staff deliver 
a minimum of 15 hours of network programing in class A time to start the station 
off. 

6. Because of intense interest in Salisbury in the Worcester area, and com- 
plete local acceptance of the group and its plans, we expect set conversions to 
channel 14 to move very rapidly. If you have not studied carefully the makeup 
of the group and their individual positions, it might be well to do so. Informa- 
tion is in a brochure in NBC station relations’ hands now and in the enclosed 
newspaper article. This should answer why local acceptance is so complete, and 
why these stockholders are so important not only locally but nationally and 
internationally. Many sit regularly on the boards of some of the Nation’s 
largest corporations. 

7. The promised and demonstrated cooperation from the Worcester Telegram 
and Gazette will be very helpful in promotion locally. 

8. An adequate budget for promotion is planned, to cover: dealer meetings; 
talks to clubs and groups; local newspaper, radio, car-cards, billboards, and 
other advertising; trade journal advertising of station and programs, local and 
network ; contests; organization of dealer group; “conversion clubs” in coopera- 
tion with local banks for financing retail sales of UHF receivers and converters ; 
sales brochures and material for use by network and national spot sales repre- 
sentatives; surveys and audited figures on UHF receiver status constantly, etc. 

9. If the network works with us, we shall work with it in promoting and 
selling network shows in any way possible. 

10. Salisbury has faith in UHF-TYV and its ability to build audience with 
proper programing and promotion. We know the importance of the Worcester 
market, and its desire for its own television service. 

11. We believe it is a matter of time only until NBC will need Worcester TV 
to deliver any appreciable audience in the area. 

12. If NBC feels it desires to deliver the Worcester market in the future, we 
believe NBC should not expect Salisbury or any other group to carry the entire 
burden of building the audience and then expect affiliation only when sales are 
relatively easy. If NBC considers Worcester important, and believes in UHF, 
we submit it should be willing to do its share to establish this service and 
potential profit by affiliation now, and working with Salisbury as a team to 
achieve a mutually satisfactory and profitable association as quickly as possible. 

13. While the importance of WBZ-TV and Westinghouse to NBC is obvious, 
it would seem to be unrealistic to let them dictate to NBC regarding Worcester. 
The same would apply, of course, to WJAR-TV if it were a factor. Worcester 
is going to be served by local TV anyway, and eventually WBZ-TV must face 
loss of audience there. It would seem that NBC should be willing to ac- 
knowledge that, and make the move now, in the interest of sensible and orderly 
growth of high-quality television service to Worcester which can be offered to 
NBC clients now and in the future. 

14. If it would be helpful in minimizing overlap at present and if we can 
adequately thus service the Worcester market area, we would consider com- 
mencing operations with an RCA 1-kilowatt transmitter. 

15. I should like to call your attention to the letter from Ralph McKinnie dated 
June 29 and addressed to you, and the coverage maps which were forwarded to 
vou with that letter. The coverage of the outside stations is based on measure- 
ments and definitely shows no grade A coverage in metropolitan Worcester and 
the western half of Worcester County. Incidentally, much of the western half 
of Worcester County, because of topography, does not even receive satisfactory 
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fringe area VHF reception. This entire area will receive its first satisfactory 
television coverage from our station. : 

16. Continuing a realistic approach, if at present a basic affiliation is con- 
sidered unwise by NBC, we should be glad to consider a supplementary agree- 
ment with NBC. 

I hope that you will give careful reconsideration to an affiliation for Salis- 
bury and that we may hear from you in the very near future. 

Sincerely, 
ANSEL E. Gripiey, Vice President. 


OxHIBIT BD 


NATIONAL BROADCASTING Co., 

New York, N. Y., July 21, 1958. 
ANSEL E. GRIDLEY, 

Vice President, Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., 
Worcester, Mass. 

DrEAR Mr. Grip_ey : Thank you for your letter of July 16, reopening the question 
of a television affiliation for the Salisbury Broadcasting Corp. with the NBC 
network. 

We have given the matter of a television station located in Worcester our 
serious consideration, and quite frankly we feel that the market is being ade- 
quately served. If the present situation should change, making it desirable from 
a sales and network standpoint to add a station in Worcester to our television 
network, we will certainly get in touch with you. 

We appreciate your continued interest in NBC service and wish you success 
with your proposed operation. 

Sincerely, 
Harry BANNISTER. 


ExHIBiT F 
JANUARY 20, 1954. 
JOHN STEEN, 
Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. STEEN: We are counsel for Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., permittee 
of UHF station WWOR-TV, Worcester, Mass., which recently commenced 
operation. 

I am informed by Ansel E. Gridley, vice president of Salisbury Broadcasting 
Corp., that the Massachusetts Hospital Service, Inc., through the Sutherland 
Abbott Agency, contracted with WWOR-TYV to have the program, You and Your 
Health, broadeast by WWOR-TV on Tuesday evenings for 23 weeks between 
7 and 7:15 p. m., the first telecast to commence D@écember 29, 1953. The contract 
provides that the program was to be picked off the air from WBZ-TYV, Boston, 
and rebroadcast over the facilities of WWOR-TV. The order was made ex- 
pressly subject to the approval of WBZ-TV to the rebroadcast and WBZ-TV 
was to be paid the sum of $50 for pickup charges. 

On December 22, 1953, Mr. Gridley wrote Mr. W. C. Swartley, station manager 
of WBZ-TYV, advising of the program and requesting permission for the off- 
the-air rebroadcast. Mr. Gridley’s letter indicated that it was his understanding 
that “any charges you may assess for this privilege, I am sure will be absorbed 
by the client.” Subsequently, on December 28, 1953, Mr. Gridley sent a telegram 
to Mr. Swartley stating that no reply had as yet been received and asking Mr. 
Swartley to indicate his reply by return wire. On December 28, 1953, Mr. 
Swartley replied stating that he was unable to grant the permission and that 
a fuller explanation would be set forth in a letter to follow. Subsequently, Mr. 
Gridley received from Mr. Swartley a letter dated December 28, 1953, stating 
as follows: 

“We have recently completed a measurement study of our television signal 
which, in addition to our own audience studies, indicates that we are rendering 
a very good service to the residents of Worcester, Mass. Your letter of December 
22, 1953, requests our permission to pick up the Blue Cross program, You and 
Your Health, and rebroadcast the same over WWOR-TYV. This is a regular com- 
mercial program scheduled by WBZ-TV on Tuesday evenings, 7 to 7:15 p. m. 
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With the exception of occasional programs of outstanding national interest, it 
has consistently been a policy of this station not to grant the right to rebroadcast 
its programs by other stations serving substantially the same audience. Con- 
sistent with this past practice, it is our decision not to issue the permission you 
have requested since this program is generally available to the public in the 
Worcester area direct from the signal of WBZ-TV.” 

As you are aware, the rules of the FCC covering rebroadcasting were recently 
the subject of an investigation (docket No. 9808), following which the Com- 
mission issued a report and order on May 15, 1952, and a memorandum opinion 
and order on October 30, 1952. In the latter of the two documents the Com- 
mission considered circumstances under which refusal of rebroadcasting per- 
mission may be justified or unjustified, and stated as follows: 

“Such determinations will obviously depend upon the facts of particular cases 
and upon an evaluation of such factors as whether licensee or stations, through 
express or implied agreements or understandings, act in concert with each other 
or with other interests in refusing rebroadcast requests, whether requesting 
stations serve the same or a different area as the station whose program they 
wish to rebroadcast, whether the request is for permission to carry a simul- 
taneous rebroadcast or to rebroadcast a program at some subsequent date, 
whether the requesting station has indicated a willingness to pay a reasonable 
share of the legitimate costs of the originating station, whether or not other 
persons having interests in the program have requested or agreed to the rebroad- 
cast, and whether the program concerned has public-service aspects that make 
its wide dissemination to the public clearly desirable.” 

Boston and Worcester, of course, are distinct cities, each with its separate 
interests. Each has been classified by the 1950 United States census as a metro- 
politan area. The population of the Worcester standard metropolitan area in 
1950 was 276,336, of which 203,486 resided within the city of Worcester. Further 
evidence of the distinct and separate existence of Worcester apart from Boston 
may be found in the fact that there are 4 AM and 2 FM stations in Worcester 
(3 of the AM stations are affiliated with ABC, NBC, and CBS respectively) and 
by the fact that the Federal Communications Commission has allocated 2 UHF 
channels to Worcester, each of which has been granted. 

An additional factor to be considered is that, I am informed, WBZ-TV has 
authorized the rebroadcast of the program, which is of a public-service nature, 
by a station serving the Springfield-Holyoke area, thereby recognizing that the 
program has an appeal beyond that of the Boston audience. 

In the opinion of Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., the refusal to permit WWOR- 
TV to pick up WBZ-TYV and rebroadcast this program is contrary to the public 
interest. On behalf of the Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., I am making this request 
of Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., to reconsider its denial and to authorize 
the rebroadcast. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES A, MCKENNA, Jr. 





ExHIBIT G 


WESTINGHOUSE BROADCASTING Co., INC., 
January 25, 1954. 
JaMes A. MCKENNA, Esquire, 
McKenna & Wilkinson, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McKenna: I wish to reply to your letter of January the 20th in ref- 
erence to the request of the Salisbury Broadcasting Corp., permittee of UHF 
Station WWOR-TV, Worcester, Mass., to pick up the signal of WBZ-TV, Boston, 
and rebroadcast the program, You and Your Health, on Tuesday evenings, 
from 7 to 7:15 p.m. You ask that this decision be reviewed and it has been. 

The original decision of Westinghouse in this instance was reached after 
careful study which also took into consideration the memorandum opinion 
and order of October 30, 1952, issued by the FCC (docket No, 9808) from which 
you quoted at length in your referenced letter. 

Contrary to the statement in your letter, I am advised by NBC that it has 
no radio aftiliate in Worcester. This area is adequately served by WBZ. As to 
television, our network contract provides that WBZ-TV “shall have the right 
of first refusal, good for 72 hours, as against any other television station serving 
substantially the same area as the station, etc.” This network provision has 
been approved by the FCC. I am also sure that, as a result of your years of 
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experience as counsel for the ABC network, you are aware of the economic 
necessity for, and public interest in, the FCC’s approval of such network arrange- 
ments and the right of a station to have exclusive rights to its normal programs 
within its service area. 

Attached hereto is a photostatic copy of a map showing the measured field 
intensity contours of WBZ-TV. These measurements were recently completed 
by our engineering department and clearly show that Worcester lies not only 
within the grade B contour but is immediately adjacent to the grade A contour. 
This study, together with the personal observations we have made in Worces- 
ter and the mail count received from that city, conclusively proves that 
station WBZ-TV adequately serves the city of Worcester. To permit station 
WWOR-TYV, under these circumstances, to pick-up and rebroadcast the signal of 
WBZ-TV would not be in the public interest since the audience in that area would 
then be denied the choice of a second program which would otherwise be broad- 
cast by WWOR-TV. We concur in the announced policy of the FCC that a 
diversification of program material permitting the public freedom of choice 
is in the public interest. 

It is true that the right to rebroadcast this program was granted to a station 
serving the Springfield-Holyoke area. You will note from the attached map, 
however, that this area is not only outside of the grade B contour of WBZ—TV 
but is actually outside of the 100 uv/m contour line. Since WBZ—TV does not 
serve this area with an adequate signal the request to rebroadcast in that case 
was granted. I am further advised that rebroadcast privileges have been granted 
to a television station in Portland, Maine (involving other programs), for similar 
reasons. 

I would like to point out further that the refusal of Westinghouse to grant 
the rebroadcast privileges requested does not in any way prevent WWOR-TV 
from bringing this program, or a similar one, to its audience if it so desires, 
at least insofar as the rights of Westinghouse are concerned. This program 
originates at the studios of WBZ-TV in Boston. It is sponsored by the Blue 
Cross. However, the rights to the program and its format are not owned by 
Westinghouse and therefore, insofar as Westinghouse is concerned, we see no 
reason why WWOR-TV cannot make similar arrangements with the owners 
of the format to originate the same or a similar program at WWOR-TV at the 
same or at a different time 

The program You and Your Health, like many other programs originating 
at WBZ-TYV, is of a public-service nature, as you stated. However, it is not 
in the classification of programs that are of immediate national interest, such as 
a speech by the President of the United States, news of a major event, announce- 
ments of vital concern to public safety, etc. In the latter case it has always been 
the policy of Westinghouse to freely grant rebroadcast privileges to any re- 
questing station. 

Therefore, since the choice of two programs in Worcester is in the public 
interest and since the refusal of the rebroadcast request, of itself, does not pre- 
vent WWOR-TYV from broadcasting the same or a similar program if it so 
desires, it is the decision of Westinghouse that the right to rebroadcast this 
program under these circumstances will not be granted at this time. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN W. STEEN, Counsel. 

Senator Porrer. I have also an addendum to the testimony given 
by Mr. Raymond M. Wilmotte to miscellaneous inquiries raised during 
his testimony, and I would like to make that a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The addendum to Mr. Wilmotte’s testimony is as follows :) 


ADDENDUM TO THE TESTIMONY GIVEN BY RAYMOND M. WILMoTTE, CONSULTING 
ENGINEER, ON JUNE 16, 1954 


Mr. WILMOorrE. There were two questions that I was asked that I feel should 
be amplified. 

1. The Senator from Nebraska asked whether a sparsely populated area such 
as is found in the State of Nebraska could be served economically by polycasting. 
In reply I referred to my calculations on a 4-station polycasting arrangement 
which I had calculated would serve a population of 66,000 in the State of 
Nebraska. Such an arrangement of stations it is estimated can serve about 
5,500 square miles. I should have explained that such is not the limit of poly- 
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casting. More than four stations can be used. Earlier in my testimony I 
explained the possible use of 12 stations, each radiating 2 kilowatts of power 
at 300 feet. That arrangement is estimated to serve an area of 19,000 square 
miles, which in Nebraska would contain a population of over 200,000. No prac- 
tical single station could possibly cover such a big area; calculations indicate 
that to cover this area, the power required with a single station is 200 million 
kilowatts. 

While there are at this time no reliable figures of cost for each station in a 
polycasting system, it is estimated that each station transmitting 2 kilowatts 
of power would cost about $25,000. This price would undoubtedly drop consid- 
erably if a substantial number of such stations were to be installed. 

2. The chairman asked why the Federal Communications Commission had not 
permitted the use of multistation operation and polycasting in particular. In 
answer I explained the official findings of the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion given after the “freeze” hearings. I should have added that earlier an 
operator approached me to set up a polycasting system, to try the system out. 
It was an ideal area where there had been no VHF service and many UHF 
receivers were in the hands of the public and where there were many unused 
UHF channels. The answer was along the lines of long-established FCC policy. 
The Commission, they indicated, would be unlikely to grant the use of another 
UHF channel except 1 in the 800-megacycle band. When it was pointed out that 
no commercial UHF receiver could tune to such a high frequency, the reply 
was that that was one of the principal reasons why such a frequency was selected. 
The FCC insists that experimental work be carried out without any tinge of 
commercialism, particularly on a channel different from the one commercially 
licensed. That concept, of course, killed the proposal, because it would not be 
practicable or valuble to broadcast over a vacuum of receivers, and the cost of 
distributing specially designed receivers was out of the question. 

I recommended against making an official request to the Commission because 
of the cost of such a process and the likelihood of months or even years of delay. 

Some experiments are being carried out, I understand, on satellite operation. 
The areas selected have been such that the population density near the satellite 
and lying between the satellite and the main station is small. These areas are 
not very valuable to the advertiser, but it is nevertheless in the public interest 
to serve these areas. The economic interest is to forget them. The policy of 
the FCC should be to insure that they are served well, if it is possible to do so, 
and to stimulate the development of techniques which make this possible. 
There are numerous and large areas of this kind in the country and it should 
be the responsibility of the Federal Communications Commission to see, even 
if there are relatively few families in them, that they are properly served if it is 
economically and engineeringly possible to do so. 

It is my contention that such service is economic and can be engineered in 
almost every case. It is my further contention that trying to serve any large 
area with a single station is the worst technique that can be devised and is the 
only one permitted by the FCC. 

3. I would like to take this opportunity to emphasize again: 

(a) That when something goes wrong, as has happened to the UHF band, 
there is a tendency to meet the problem by “patching up” the trouble, Such 
“patching up” tends to bring up new problems which later in their turn have 
also to be patched up. The eventual result is a lot of work, an unwieldy ad- 
ministration and generally damage to the service to the public. 

(b) It is possible to force unwilling producers of programs to put them on 
UHF stations; it is possible to subsidize the public into buying UHF sets; it 
is possible to have only UHF stations competing with each other in an area; 
but all these schemes merely lead to the public having poorer service, or in 
additional burdens to the taxpayer. Moreover, if such “favoritism” type of 
legislation is enacted, there will be no end to the pressure groups who will seek 
all kinds of favored legislation. This turns our free-enterprise economic sys- 
tem, not to remunerate the least operator, but the one who has the most per- 
sistent and persuasive lobby. 

(c) There is only one basic solution in the long run, in my opinion. It is to 
carve out areas which have large enough populations that they can be served 
economically, and to give the operator sufficient frequency space to serve that 
area well and to leave him free to do so in the most economical manner, pro- 
vided he carries out his contract to provide good service with no more than a 
specified amount of interference, 
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(d) It is usual for man to solve the immediate needs and leave the more 
difficult fundamental issues for later. I sincerely request that this committee 
tackle and solve the fundamental issues. 

Senator Porrer. I have also a letter from Mr. William L. Putnam, 
of the Springfield Television Broadcasting Corp., which I would like 
to make a part of the record at this time. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

SPRINGFIELD TELEVISION BROADCASTING CorpP., 
Springfield, Mass., June 14, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES FE. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communication, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Porrer: I spent several days in Washington, a while ago, with 
ther UHF people before your subcommittee. While I did not testify I did 
ubmit, for the record, our position. 

I realize that you are a busy man and may never get to see this material, 
however, I hope you will have time to read the enclosed copy of a letter we just 
sent out to the FCC. I am sure that you have gotten the general trend of 
remarks from the UHF broadcasters, to the effect that we just aren’t able to 

mpete with VHF. This enclosed letter should give you further proof of what 
we are all up against. 

The VHF people can increase power and cover vastly more territory than they 
are assigned to and thus put us out of business, It’s that simple. 

I am sure that you will find some solution, which despite ali the ballyhoo, will 
e fair. 

Very sincerely yours, 
WiLuiAM L. PUTNAM, Treasurer. 

Senator Porrer. Unfortunately, with many interruptions yesterday, 
we were not able to conclude with as many witnesses as we had ex- 

pected. Therefore, I think it only fair to announce that probably we 
will have to have sessions tomorrow, on Saturday. I hope that won’t 
inconvenience any of the participants. If it will, I wish you would 
notify Mr. Zappel here, and possibly we could continue on Monday 
rather than Saturd: ay, if you so desire; but we will leave that to your 
judgment. If you will contact Mr. Zapple during the noon recess, we 
will have a pretty good idea by that time what witnesses will be left 
over. 

When we recessed yesterday, Mr. Pierson was on the stand. He is 
still on the stand. 

I am sorry we have had so many interruptions during the course 
of your testimony, Mr. Pierson. We have many witnesses left, and 
your statement is well thought out and we are pleased to receive what 
further information you have. 


STATEMENT OF W. THEODORE PIERSON—Continued 


Mr. Prerson. Mr. Chairman, I think you, unfortunately, could not 
be here yesterday when I commenced my statement, and I would like 
to repeat some of the introductory remarks that I made so that you 
will understand the somewhat difficult position we have been in, in 
attempting to present the views of the people who have retained us. 
We represent 82 VHF licensees, 20 permittees who have not completed 
construction, and 33 applicants for VHF facilities. 

Now, I stated yesterday that 65 of them wanted to present their 
views and information to the subcommittee. 
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Senator Porrer. Surely. 

Mr. Pierson. Actually, the accurate count was 71. We knew that 
would be too great a burden upon the committee. So, what we at- 
tempted to do was to extract from them the general views which I 
have attempted to state and then to reduce or to take typical examples 
from six witnesses. 

I stated yesterday that six witnesses would follow me, the testimony 
of each of whom would be substantially less than mine. That number 
as of tod: ay has been reduced. 

We had intended to present the testimony of Mr. Hulbert Taft and 
Mr. J. Leonard Reinsch. In view of the fact that material they will 
present will be somewhat repetitious of that that will be presented by 
Mr. Murdock and others, we have decided, in order to aid this problem 
of time that the committee has, to ask that their testimony be written 
into the record as though orally given at the conclusion of the testi- 
mony of Mr. Murdock, or Mr. Tierney. 

Now, there is another problem in repect to Mr. Tierney. He had 
to return last night to Charleston bee ‘ause of an engagement that he 
could not cancel. His statement, I believe, is important in the fact 
that he is the only permittee under construction who is appearing; 
and I, therefore, ask to substitute the name of his attorney, Mr. Tom 
Wilson, who will read his statement into the record. 

Senator Porrer. That will be perfectly all right. 

Who was the other one? 

Mr. Taft will not testify? 

Mr. Prerson. Mr. Taft will not testify, and Mr. Reinsch will not 
testi fy. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Prerson. The result is we have four more witnesses besides my- 
self and the total length of time they will take will be about 1 hour. 

At the recess yesterday I was discussing the problem the Commission 
had in terms of processing applications. 

I referred to the fact that these procedures had to be concluded 
hefore the public could get the use of the facilities that had been frozen 
for 4 years and that there was a tremendous flood of applications. 

The Commission, I think, was woefully understaffed for the peak 
job that then confronted it. 

I referred to the fact that their first job was to examine the applica- 
tions to be certain if they had the qualifications required by law, and 
I think the Commission did a very excellent job in a short period of 
time in getting that done. I think it was an outstanding achievement 
on the part of the Commission. 

In the event they found that an applicant had the qualifications 
required by law, they could then grant the application unless there 
there was a conflict; and if there was a conflict they had, as a matter 
of due process and as a matter of statutory requirement, to go through 
a hearing. 

Now, there have been contentions made here that one of the prin- 
cipal purposes and functions of the Commission is to encourage com- 
parative proceedings because in that manner they presumably get 
a better qualified applicant. 

I have stated I believe in the face of realities it was not a principal 
function of the Commission; I didn’t believe it was important, for 
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this reason: That competing applicants tend to make proposals that 
are substantially equivalent to all others. 

Bear in mind they voluntarily decide to go in. business. They sit 
down and prepare their proposals well knowing they have got to 
outmatch or at least equal their opponents. 

The same thing tends to be true with respect to background quali- 
fications. The result is in comparative proceedings, instead of there 
being really important, significant differences between applicants, in 
many instances the differences tend to be insignificant. Therefore, 
the comparative proceedings, so far as finding a better qualified appli- 
‘ant in the practicalities of the situation, rarely result in that effect. 

Now, this is not merely a theory that we present. I think that if 
inyone will take the time to read the few initial and final decisions 
the Commission has issued since the lifting of the freeze, they will find 
that one of the principal problems that obviously has confronted the 
Commission is to find a basis of superiority on the part of any one of 
the applicants that would be a substantial difference and, therefore, 
would justify their decision in the selection of one applicant. In 
other words, I have heard a lot of comment that some of the final 
decisions or initial decisions seem to rest on small, insignificant matters. 

Senator Porrer. Small differences? 

Mr. Prerson. Like a parking lot, or parking space, or something 
like that. 

Senator Porrer. If you didn’t use the comparative hearing to deter- 
mine Who should receive the license, what criteria would you use? The 
first person who applied, who was qualified ¢ 

Mr. Prerson. I think the comparative hearings must be used where 
the parties who are applicants insist that they be given a hearing. I 
im not suggesting any substitute for that. 

I am suggesting this: That where it is possible for the parties 
_pplicant to make an agreement with respect to dropouts or mergers 
ind thus leave surviving only one application, the Commission should 
not, nevertheless, go ahead and require a hearing. They should not at 
that point say, “Well, we invite somebody else to come in and put us 
to the necessity of going through this expensive litigation in a com- 
parative case for the purpose of finding an applicant whose qualifica- 
tion is very likely to be insignificantly different that the one that they 

ave before them.” 

I am suggesting, therefore, that the Commission acted properly when 
they decided upon the procedure. On the one hand, there were two 
factors in favor of expeditious proceedings. One factor was a need 
of the public for the establishment of a service and the other was the 
fact that the whole industry was being retarded in the development of 
programs and in the development of “advertising revenue, until more 
stations were established. 

They had against that the theoretical possibility of a better applicant 
through a comparative hearing. 

Now, wherever they could make a choice, wherever the applicants 
were reduced to one, I think the Commission made the right choice 
in deciding that the public would not benefit, the industry would not 
benefit, by expensive and extravagant litigation. 

The Commission had another problem at this same time, in what has 
been referred to as strike applications that have been filed. 
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A strike application, as I understand it, is one that is filed not 
primarily for the purpose of getting a facility but primarily for the 
purpose of causing delay in the establishment of the facility. 

Obviously, there are many people who do not want competition with 
them any sooner than they have to be confronted with it. 

One can examine the files of the Commission and come to at least 
the suspicion that in a lot of cases applications were in the nature of 
a strike application. However, they are not easy to prove because 
you are really dealing with the bona fides of an applicant. 

Senator Porrer. Isn’t it also true that certain strike applications are 
made in an effort to get bought off ? 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. 

There are two reasons for a strike application : 

1. A person who has no intention of building and hopes that by 
filing the application somebody will pay him to get out. 

The second reason—— 

Senator Porrer. That is where nuisance value is a value? 

Mr. Pierson. That is right. 

The second reason is that someone files an application or talks some- 
body else into filing one, if he cannot appear directly, in order to 
prevent or delay the establishment of a competing facility. 

Now, you can examine the Commission files and easily come to the 
conclusion that a lot of suspicion exists in some cases with respect to 
both types of action. 

Senator Porrer. There has been information to the effect that in 
many of the mergers that have taken place either stock has been 
granted toa strike applicant or a payoff has been made. 

Now, to me that is a vicious practice and the Commission, I hope, 
can remedy that. 

Do you have any suggestions as to how that can be remedied ? 

I wouldn’t grant an application, if I were a Commissioner, to any 
merger, where they paid off a striker. 

Mr. Pierson. Well, I would suppose, Mr. Chairman, if you could 
prove he was a striker in the first instance that this would be a very 

easy matter to remedy. 

The problem is—and I might try to give an example: Let’s assume 
there are four applications “pending before the Commission, for a 
specific channel, and the applications were filed at various times. 
Finally they are getting close to designation or they have been desig- 
nated for hearing. 

Now, it is a rather usual thing that those competing with each other 
at this point, as is usual in litigation, always tend to suspect the 
motives of the opposing applicant “bec ause they are in the process then 
of showing that the opposing applicant is no good and this is an easy 
attitude to develop. However, if you attempt to prove that any one 
applicant did not file its application with the idea of building the 
station, if granted, certainly I think you will have to concede that they 

can rei idily say, “If we get this grant, we’re going to build it.” 

Let’s assume it is one of these valuable facilities that we have heard 
about. Now, how in God’s name you are going to prove his mental 
processes, I don’t know, how you are going to prove whether he, in 
good faith, intended to prosecute the application to completion, 
whether he, in good faith, intends to build the station if he is granted 

It is one of those things that is almost impossible of proof. 
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Now, obviously, you are never going to get admissions or confessions 
out of these people. What you have to do is try to build up a cireum- 
stantial case. You have to have a hearing for that purpose. 

Now, the Commission says, “We have some suspicion that this ap- 
plication was a strike application that was involved in this merger 
and got an option on stock, or was paid cash,” then presumably they 
will say, “We will go ahead and have a hearing to determine it.” 

Now, you don’t go ahead and have a hearing unless you feel there 
is a reasonable opportunity of proving it was a strike application, and 
I say it is one of the most difficult cases in the world to make. It is 
just like trying to prove by the proffer of evidence that someone has 
good or bad intentions, I think, therefore, while I have got no im- 
pression that the Commission condones this practice of strike applica- 
tions, it has been very much alarmed about it, but the question is 
whether they should delay the proceedings through long and what I 
think in most cases would be futile hearings to try to establish what 
they probably can’t establish, or shall they let the fellow take the 
$5,000, if that is what they think he is getting, and let the public have 
the service. 

The practice is evil; the practice is bad, but I don’t believe long and 
extensive hearings in an attempt to prove a thing of that sort—I be- 
lieve it would be futile to try to prove it—is the remedy. 

I also understand that the Commission has given a lot of attention 
to this and is attempting to adopt methods of finding a remedy. 

Now, one of the remedies they did adopt is one that has been char- 
acterized as unethical in this hearing heretofore. 

I would like to refer now to the so-called quickie grants. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Pierson, may I ask you a question ? 

Does the Commission look into the background of legitimate financ- 
ing of the applicants? 

Mr. Prerson. Indeed, they do. 

Senator Hunt. They go to the bankers; they go to their sources 
of revenue, income, moneys available. 

Mr. Pierson. The Commission relies upon the sworn statements of 
applicants. 

Senator Hunt. They don’t go back of that? 

Mr. Pierson. No; they do not go back of it. 

Senator Hunt. That would be, I would think, a very effective way 
to get at a strike application. ; 

Mr. Prerson. Oh, Senator Hunt, I don’t think it follows that in 
every case there is a strike application that the strike applicant is not 
financially qualified. Frequently they are very well financially 
qualified. ' 

Senator Hunt. I don’t think in every case either I would agree with 
you on that. | 

Mr. Prerson. But if you have a thousand applications on file and 
you attempt to conduct a full field investigation of the financial facts 
submitted by the applicants, I suspect you would have to enlarge the 
Commission staff three or four times and take a period of 2 or 3 years 
to conduct it. 

Now, that type of investigation might yield two or three strike ap- 
plications—but whether it would be in the interest of the public for 
the Commission to devote all of that time to the field investigations of 
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financing and delay service in the course of doing it, I have some 
question. 

It seems to me the most we can say is that it is a very difficult prob- 
lem. The Commission, confronted with it, has not failed to realize 
the problem, but they have acted in a manner that has necessarily in- 
volved compromises between what course of action would most help 
the public in terms of getting early service. 

Senator Hunv. It is a very difficult one. It is a very vicious one, 
and it is a very profitable one, it would seem to me. 

Mr. Pierson. I don’t agree it is that widespread, Senator Hunt, that 
it isa highly profitable one. I think, as a matter of fact 

Senator Hun. It has been in some circumstances that I know of. 

Mr. Pierson. Well, I am not aware of particular circumstances 
in which there were strike applications. We don’t represent them. 

Senator Hunt. I am not saying that. 

Mr. Pirrson. But I suspect there has been a few thousand dollars, 
Senator Hunt, that people have made; but I think the public cost 
of ferreting them out and holding up service in the meantime would 
be many times in excess of what any of these evil persons might have 
gained in dollars, and a lot of them have been unable to because the 
Commission has taken steps when they had this suspicion in some 
cases to eliminate that possibility. 

I think one of the definite steps that they took in this connection 
was the action that they have taken with respect to what has been 
called quickie grants. 

[ would like to give an example of that, a hypothetical example. 

The Commission started accepting applications July 1, 1952, and 
let’s assume by the middle of 1953 there has been four applications 
filed for a given channel in town X. 

Now, I think it is reasonable to say that all the people who wanted 
to apply for that channel should have applied for it within the 12 
months. 

The parties are confronted with a comparative hearing. They 
decide that the litigation cost, the delay is just not worth while. So, 
of these four applicants, one of them drops out and asks for his prose- 
cution cost back, and he is paid. So, he comes out even, The other 
5 merge into 1 corporation. 

Now, all of these three applicants’ qualifications have been examined 
by the Commission. So, since each one of them are qualified, I think 
you can pretty well assume that the survivor is qualified. 

After they have made this merger, everything they have done to 
avoid the litigation and establish the service at an earlier date can 
be completely frustrated by the filing of one more application before 
the Commission has an opportunity to act upon the merged applica- 
tion. This was the practice, that to me gave grounds for greater sus- 
picion of strike applicants. It frequently happened that the moment 
the three applicants dropped out and the one applicant remained, 
there would be a new application filed. 

Now, that new application might have been bona fide; there might 
be explanations that can be given for them waiting until they feel 
there is going to be no comparative hearing before they file, but I think 
it is reasonable to believe that in a lot of cases the application that was 
filed under that circumstance was filed for 1 of 2 purposes: To make 
certain a comparative hearing would be held in belles to delay compe- 
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tition either to a station they were operating or that a friend was op- 
erating, or, two, to get a payoff—and there are examples where those 
very things did cause payoffs. 

So, what the Commission did, they said: 

When the competing application problem is eliminated in a given case and 
we can grant that application without a hearing, we're not going to let it lay 
round the Commission any longer than is absolutely necessary before we take 
the application up and determine whether we can grant it. 

So, they adopted the policy of considering such applications at 
the very next meeting of the Commission, and the very reason the 
Commission did that was to try to protect their processes from strike 
upplic ations. 

Now, I submit that a procedure such as that is not only not unethic al, 
but the procedure was properly taken to defend the Commission’s 
processes from strike ap yplicants and it was properly taken in the 
nterest of the establishment of early service. 

I did intend to devote some time to the Du Mont proposals. 

Perhaps we have already disposed of the Du Mont proposals in 
ur earher statement by stating that we believe that they are con- 
trary to the present concept of the law. 

Plans A and B of Du Mont substitute a common-carrier concept. 

What plans A and B in effect do is to say that there shall be no 
further competition in the network industry unless the Commission 
issues a certificate of public convenience and necessity to some com- 
peting network. 

[It suggests, also, that these networks should be regulated in the 
charges that they make and the practices they follow with stations. 

It suggests, also, that they be protected by the Government from 
ompetition that they seem to fear. 

Now, I don’t believe that there is any basis in the industry today 
to lead us to believe that our present concept of free broadcasting 

failed and that we should turn to the common-carrier or public- 
tility concept for any facet of the in dustry. 

Senator ScuorrreL. Would you say that would be true with the 
new economic factor coming into this picture, which I think the big 
boys are watching for—and I don’t blame them—and that is subscrip- 
tion television ? 

Would your statement hold true in the face of what is likely to 
come about with subscription television, which would involve the 
telegraph, the telephone, and all of that? 

Mr. Pierson. Senator Schoeppel, I would like to be permitted to 
make rather guarded comments about subscription television. 

Senator Scuorpret. Well, you made a statement about the con- 
cept-—— 

Mr. Pierson. May I explain, Senator ? 

Senator ScHorrren. Of public utility, or something like that. 

Now, I am asking you that question. You are an expert, up here 
representing 70 or 80 of those people who are in here. 

Sure; I well understand everybody is guarding against it, but it is 
coming. 

Mr. Pterson. Well, I would like—— 

Senator Scuorrret. They say within 3 or 5 years you are going to 
have double the stations on the air if they utilize this. Now, I want 
an answer from some of the boys who are in this business for hire, 









798 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


and I am for them because they are good or they wouldn’t be in this 
game. 

I would like to have some of the answers on this record before we 
finally close it. I am going into that phase of it. 

Mr. Pierson. Senator, may I say, since I represent the Zenith Radio 
Corp., I cert: ainly urge that you do it. 

Senator Scnorrre.. We want some information on that phase of it. 

Mr. Pierson. When I said I would like to be guarded in my state- 
ments, it was because I have a possible conflict of professional com- 
mitments. 

Senator Scuorrren. Oh, I didn’t know that. 

Mr. Pierson. I represent here some VHF operators who may have 
some varying views on subscription television. I also represent Zenith, 
whose views are well known, and I can only say I share theirs, and 
they filed a statement. 

Senator ScHorrre.. But don’t you recognize—— 

Mr. Prerson. I don’t believe that would create the necessity for a 
common carrier concept in the network business. I think, rather, 
that would supply more competition and cut out the need for regu- 
lating the industry as a common carrier. 

Senator Scuorrren. But does it not utilize common-carrier service 
to dispense the service? 

Mr. Pierson. Oh, yes. 

Senator Scuorrre.. And, therefore, it is tied into it? 

Mr. Pierson. Well, so do the networks. So do the broadcast sta- 
tions today. 

Senator Scnorpre. So, there is a legitimate basis for some of these 
folks saying there is a common-carrier aspect to some of this economic 
phase. 

Mr. Prerson. I didn’t understand that was their contention. 

I don’t mean to be understood to say that common carriers that 
deliver the programs, AT and T, Western Union, or whomever is 
used should cease to be regulated as common carriers. What I am 
saying is that broadcast stations and networks and film syndicates 
should not be made common carriers also because I do not believe 
there is any basis in the facts and circumstances of the present indus- 
try or its potential that justifies that at the present time. 

Senator ScHorrren. I want to ask you this: You are representing 
a group of the industry here. If educational television has two- 
hundred-and-some stations, or two-hundred-and-some channels that 
it sought to be allocated to them, and let’s assume—and I think we 
ought ‘to guard and protect a proper place for that; I think it is a very 
necessary thing—that subscription television comes in—doubles or 
triples the need for stations, because of the greater service that can 
be rendered, and also taking care of the economic factor, namely, some 
type of return which will justify the programing and all of that 
sort of thing; don’t you agree with me some arrangement has to be 
worked out for greater opportunities for these advanced or accelerated 
number of stations sees into existence and going on the air? 

Mr. Prerson. Well, I certainly agree wholeheartedly that the real 
sroblem that must be solved in this industry i is to establish some means 
by which television programs are carried. That means, therefore, 
that the Commission should make every effort to cut short the Govern- 
ment red tape in the establishment of those stations. 
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Senator Scnorrrent. Which goes to the very thing you are talking 
about ¢ 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. 

Senator Scnorrret. Or were talking about a while ago? 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. 

Senator ScuorrreL. With respect to these long, 
ceedings ? 

Mr. Prerson. That is correct, and I think the industry’s problems 
are going to be solved by more stations and more competition and 
more air time and more programs for the people, not less, and I submit 
the proposals for a freeze, the proposals of elimination of intermix- 
ture, the proposals of reducing coverage areas, all have the effect of 
limiting the number of signals that are available to our people and 
reduce the competition that individual stations will have, with whom 
they must compete. 

Now, with respect to the Du Mont proposal, Mr. Roberts suggested 
that it really doesn’t protect the networks from competition in the 
future from newcomers because they can always go in and get a cer- 
tificate of public convenience and necessity. I assume he was refer- 
ing to the type of a certificate that an air carrier or a rail carrier has 
to obtain. 

Now, the significant thing about that is that before you can establish 
an airline, a new airline or a new railroad or a new bus line, you have 
got to establish to the satisfaction of the agencies two things: 

(1) That the service you propose to provide is required by the 
public; and 

(2) That you will not divert revenue from people who are already 
enga ged in it. 

Now, I think that would be a very cozy and comfortable position 
for Mr. Du Mont to require anyone who wants to compete with him 
to show that, but I scarcely see how it encourages people to go into 
the production and distribution of programs. It certainly results 
n government getting into the economic field in which I don’t think 
it has shown any great capacity. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Pierson, I would like to ask you: What place 
o you think State jurisdic tion, complete State jurisdiction, will have 

the new community antenna television systems that are literally 
going into all the communities, small communities in my State, while 
we only have one broadcasting station ? 

Mr. Pierson. I must confess—I suppose this will surprise every- 

me—I don’t have any comment on that. 

Senator Hunr. If it is a question you have not given any thought 
to, I will withdraw that. 

Mr. Prerson. I have not, Senator. 

Senator Porrrr. Do you think, Mr. Pierson, the networks should 
make their programs available to any person who wants to buy them? 

Mr. Prerson. I think the manner in which a network has adopted 
its method of doing business is one that is generally calculated to 
enable it to deliver to an advertiser something that he will buy. 1 
think it is very important for this industry th: at the networks be left 
in that position to compete with newspapers and magazines. 

I believe the practices they have adopted are generally designed 
to better enable them to en that purpose, and I also point 
out the fact that in the year 1938 the FCC commenced an investiga- 
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tion into network practices and policies. This investigation lasted 
for a period of about 2 or 3 years, and they adopted network rules 
and regulations which went into effect, I believe, in 1941. I may 
be wrong about the date, because there was Supreme Court litigation 
with respect to the matter. 

Now, the Commission examined every one of those practices and 
proposals such as you have now recited. I think the Commission’s in- 
vestigation was exhaustive. I think their feeling with respect to what 
the public required from the industry and what the industry required 
in terms of practices was very sensitive, and I am inclined to think 
that subject has been well covered; and unless new practices have 
arisen, I think it is a very complex and delicate field for Government 
to tamper with, except after very close study. 

Senator Porrer. Just using the factor of public interest, would the 
public interest be better served by allowing any individual who wants 
to purchase a program to purchase it ? 

Mr. Pierson. Any individual station ? 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Prerson. It might be. 

My point is: If tliat kind of requirement imposed upon the networks 
would make them less able to compete with other media in selling the 
national advertiser, which they must do to have the program in the 
first. place, it wouldn’t help the public because the time wouldn’t be 
sold and the program wouldn't be there. 

Now, whether or not such a requirement would have that result 
upon the networks, I don’t feel competent to say. 

Now, I think we have made clear we support the lifting of the 
excise tax. 

We support the use of boosters. 

Senator Hunr. Mr. Pierson, may I ask you: You support the lift- 
ing of the excise tax on what particular production ¢ 

Mr. Pierson. The lifting of the excise tax upon any receiver that 
has full UHF capability. 

Senator Porrer. That has been about the only item everyone has 
agreed upon. 

Mr. Pierson. While I don’t want to take further time from the sub- 
committee, I had intended to suggest that if the subcommittee is in- 
terested in recommending that Congress use its taxing powers to get 
us some more circulation and more programs, arguments can be made 
that tax inequities exist with respect to the supply and the release of 
motion picture film product and television film product. 

I think actions could be taken, though I am not certain I, personally, 
would fully support them, but arguments can be made that actions 
could be taken with respect to certain alleged inequities in the tax 
laws that would tend to bring about a greater flow of program prod- 
uct from Hollywood. 

Now, if the subcommittee would be interested in views on that 
point, I would be glad to submit a memorandum in writing. 

Senator Porrer. I would appreciate it if you would. 

Mr. Pierson. And I would like now, finally, to get to conclusions. 

We believe that with respect to the proposals for the elimination 
of intermixture, the proposals for the reduction in coverage area, 
the proposals for the elimination of VHF entirely, and the proposals 
of the freeze would harm private investors if those proposals are 
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adopted; it will obviously harm private investors if those proposals 
are not adopted. 

Now, I don’t think this subcommittee need to make any determina- 
tion of whether the UHF people will be hurt more if the proposals are 
not adopted than if the VHF people will be hurt if they are adopted, 
because I submit the interest of the public is the thing that should 
be controlling here and you should pass over those private injuries 
mmediately without further attention. 

I submit also that the four proposals that I outlined would result 
n a smaller number of services to every section of our country if 
the y were adopted. 

[ submit also that the proposals, if adopted, all or any one of them, 
would result in less competition to every operating station and would, 
herefore, be a tendenc y tow: ard monopoly. 

I submit also that it would leave many persons, if the proposals 
are adopted, who live in the rural and gully areas of our country, 
vithout any service at all and that, furthermore, the instability that 
it would represent in Government action would discourage the invest 
ment that industry should make if the public is to have this service. 

I submit that those are the public factors involved in this case and 
that those factors are controlling. 

I also suggest one other thing: I believe that in the seven mem- 
bers of the Federal Communications Commission there rests approxi- 
mately 130 years of experience and knowledge in the broadcasting 
business. I think those members are all devoted to the public interest. 
I think they are very knowledgeable, and I suggest many of these 
problems are vastly more complex and complic ated, both with respect 
to social and economic factors than one could expect five busy Sena 
tors to solve in a 7-day hearing. We think, however, this hearing has 
been a tremendous value, in the fact that it has brought out issues 
and we believe the record here will be of a great value to the Commis- 
sion and to the industry, but we earnestly suggest, except with respect 
to a favorable exercise of your taxing power, that you submit this 
record to the Commission without recommendations. 

Senator Porrer. To carry your suggestion to the extreme, we would 
destroy representative government, wouldn't we? 

Mr. Prerson. Oh, no; no. 

I don’t wish to be misunderstood in that respect. 

I think that the Commission deserves a lot of confidence and I be- 
lieve this committee, after they have examined this, will have a lot 
of confidence in what the Commission has done. 

I don’t believe that legislative action is required, because I think 
we have a good law. I think the Commission has attempted to ad- 
minister it correctly. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Hunt. No; I don’t think, after the last statement the gen- 
tleman made, we should ask him any more questions. 

Mr. Pierson. That is why I saved it until the last. 

Senator Scnorprren. I would like to ask a question: You, I take it, 
of course, think there is no merit in the suggestion that was “ai 
that maybe because there is a transition coming here between tele- 
vision in universal usage as we now find it and color television, which 
is around the corner and coming—I take it you think and feel there 
is no reason for alarm or doing anything legislatively that might 
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require a greater utilization or provision on the part of the manu- 
facturers to move out and take care of the sets or give the greatest 
coverage possible, say, to UHF as has been testified here ? 

You don’t think there is any justification for a feeling there should 
be maybe a stop, look and listen period in here. 

If it is going to be done some place, before we make this transition 
to color you still feel that nothing should be done about it? 

Mr. Pierson. I believe the stop, look, and listen, Senator 
Schoeppel—if you mean by that phrase a freeze—will do vastly more 
damage than we can find cures for the present problems through the 
freeze—the freeze keeps people from obtaining service that they are 
entitled to; it endangers tremendous investments made by both the 
public and private interests; it has no possible effect except to numb 
and retard the industry. 

We need more stations, soon. We need more program time. We 
need more programs. 

If Government says, “We're going to stop the means by which this 
industry functions right in its tracks while we spend a year, 2 or 3 
or 4 years trying to redo what we just finished 18 months ago,” it 
seems to me it will have the same effect that it did in 1948. It will 
hold up the industry. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I mentioned that because it has been testified 
to here a number of times by people who are allegedly skilled in the 
industry. 

Mr. Pierson. That is right. 

Senator Scuorrrer. And I was just wondering, if there is any jus- 
tification for anything like that, in view of the discordant factors 
that were developed, and now coming to light, what is your judgment 
be fore we move into this big field of color television, which they say 
is around the corner. 

Personally, I don’t know. I really and truly don’t know myself. 

Mr. Pierson. I believe, Senator Schoeppel, none of the problems 
ve have and none of the prospects of future problems justifies Govern- 
ment imposing a freeze. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you kindly. 


Mr. Ball. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERIC J. BALL, REPRESENTING ZENITH 
RADIO CORP. 


Mr. Batu. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this statement 
is made by the Zenith Radio Corp. manufacturer of radio and tele- 
vision receivers; holder of a commercial license for radio station 
WEFM, Chicago, and an experimental license for VHF channel 2 in 
Chicago, as well as a license to broadcast experimentally in the VHF 
band in the Chicago area Zenith is also an applicant for a commer- 
cial license on channel 2 in Chicago. 
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It is against this background of interest and experience that Zenith 
has observed the proceedings of this hearing into certain important 
and basic aspects of current television broadcasting practices. In the 
interest of helping the committee amass as full and informative an 
array of evidence and opinion as possible as a basis for its conclusions, 
we offer the following statement of views, based on our own observ 
ance and analysis of the broadcasting problems under examination 
by the committee. 


IMPORTANCE OF NETWORK PROGRAMING 


As we have followed the extensive testimony at this hearing, it 
would appear that the continuous availability of network programs 
constitutes a major ingredient for the successful operation of a tele 
vision station, regardles of whether it operates in the VHF or UHF 
band. 

Some of this testimony contained the implication that if network 
programs had been available to them, many of the 61 UHF stations 
which, by May 19, 1954, had surrendered their construction permits 
or suspended operations, could have continued in business. 

[It is obviously true that any television station’s success depends on 
good programing, and as the networks are presently the main source 
of supply for good programing, the networks’ position in television 
broadcasting is indeed a very important one, if not a controlling one, 
Hence, it seems to us both relevant and important to point out at 
the outset of this statement our views: 

(a) That the problems presented at this hearing are not unique 
to UHF. 

(6) That nationaladvertising economics have caused the basic prob- 
lem confronting the expansion of television. National advertising, 
carried by the television networks, logically concentrates television 
advertising in a limited number of nretropolitan markets. 

(c) That as long as the networks remain the only prime source of 
good programs, there never will be a nationwide competitive system of 
television broadcasting in this country, regardless of the number of 
networks in operation. 

(7) That, consequently, further television expansion is only feasible 
f the economic base on which television broadcasting rests, is 
broadened. 

(e) That this broader base can only be found in a new source of 
high quality programs, provided these programs are competitive to 
network programing and are not subject to national advertising 
economics. 

(f) That subscription television can provide this new source of 
programs, and also meet all other essential requirements. 
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KEY ROLE OF NETWORKS IN ADVERTISING BUDGET DECISIONS 


Because the key position of networks in the current patterns of tele- 
vision not only influe ‘nce the nature of programing but also the amount 
and extent of advertising support of programing, we believe it also 
essential to the conclusions of this committee to have a clear picture 
of the basic relations between advertising economics and broadcast- 
ing economies for all stations, both UHF and VHF. 

Tn the final analysis it is a company’s advertising budget and more 
specifically the percentage allocated to television advertising, which 
determines the extent to which a particular company will undert: ike 
the sponsoring of television programs. 

Within the limitations of this budget, the advertiser must determine: 
. The amount of money he is willing to spend for the program 
itself. 

. The amount of money he is willing to spend in the purchase of 
te le: svision broadcasting time in order to tr ansmit his program together 
with his advertising message. 

It is a matter of individual judgment whether an advertiser will 
place the emphasis on program quality or on market coverage. In 
any case the two factors are always closely related. 

In the purchase of broadcast time, and the market coverage it will 
represent, advertisers are guided by the yardstick of “cost per thou- 
sand” viewers or television homes. The “cost per thousand viewers” is 
derived from a figure, usually referred to as “circulation.” It indi- 
cates the number of television homes jin a station’s reception area, 

While the “cost per thousand viewers” enables an advertiser to 
evaluate individual markets—or television station—the circulation 
figures enable him, simply by adding up the most desirable markets, 
where the cost per thousand viewers is lowest, to determine the total 
number of markets—or television stations—necessary to reach as 
large a percentage as possible of the United States population. 

Naturally, in selecting his station it is financially more attractive 
to an advertiser to prefer metropolitan areas where a very dense 
population prevails. The following figures illustrate vividly how 
large a segment of the United States population can be reached with 
only a few television stations: 
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TaBLe I.—Cumulative number of TV homes reached, as of May 1954 


Cumulative 
Number of Cumulative percentage of 
























Market unduplicated number of total United 
r'V homes 'V homes States TV 
homes 

1. New York..-.. 3, 706, 800 3, 706, 800 13.0 
2. Chicago. 1, 630, 400 5, 337, 200 18.7 
3. Los Angeles. 1, 583, 200 24.3 
4. Philadelphia -- . 1, 450, 000 29. 4 
5. Boston..... . 1, 113, 800 23 3 
6. Detroit.... 972, 100 36. 7 
7. Cleveland... 864, 100 40. 2 
8. San Francisco. 682, 900 42. 1 
9. Pittsburgh..-... 660, 300 14.1 
10. St. Louis... 567, 900 46.5 
ll. New Haven... 518, 400 48.2 
12. Washington... 500, 800 50. 1 
13. Baltimore 463, 000 51.0 

14. Mineapolis-St. Paul___ 420, 800 53 
l Milwaukee 432, 200 54.6 
i6. Indianapolis 406, 600 56. 1 
Cincinnati... 392, 300 57.4 
18. Atlanta 358, 200 58. 7 
1. Buffalo 335, OOO Jy. 9 
2 Kansas City 82k, 300 17, 387,.100 61.0 
1. Providence 327, 500 17, 714, 600 62. 2 
22. Charlotte 306, 000 18, 020, 600 €3. 2 
23. Dallas... 393, 800 18, 324, 400 64.3 
24. Seattle 302, 000 18, 626, 400 65.4 
25, Columbus 295, 800 20 66. 4 
26. Schenectady-Albany 291, 100 + 67.4 
27. Gelveston 252, 500 : 68.3 
28. Memphi 246, 800 ‘ 69. 2 
29. Houston 19, 957, 300 0.0 
Toledo 20, 184, 800 0.9 
Dayton 20, 408, 000 71.6 
32. Louisville 20, 622, 300 72.4 
Rochester, N. Y 20, 834, 100 73. 1 
4. Syracuse 21, 044, 300 73.8 
Huntington 21, 254, 100 74. 6 
6. Birmingham _. 21 2, 000 75.3 
7. Norfolk 21, 640, 400 | 76.0 
38. Omaha 21, 827, 100 76.6 
39. Oklahoma City 22 - 77.2 
4 New Orleans 2: ( 77.8 
11. San Diego 2 78. 4 
42. Miami 22, 78.9 
43. Rock Island... 22, 656, 000 79.5 
44. Wheeling 22, 400 80. 0 
45. Kalamazoo-. 22, 957, 900 | 80.6 
i§. Ames 23, , 700 81.1 
47. Johnstown 23, , 700 81.6 
48. Davenport 4 94, 400 $2.1 
19. Lansing 5 82.6 
50. Youngtown 83. 1 
51. Nashville... ; ; 83.7 
2. Greensboro... 23, 946, 700 | 84.0 
3. Richmond... 24, 081, 400 84.5 
54. Denver 24, 212, 400 85.0 





Note,—Total number markets, 54; total United States TV homes, 28,500,000, as of February 1954. 


As the above table shows, the top 10 markets include a total of 
13,231,500 television homes, or approximately 4614 percent of all 
television homes. Thus, with only a relatively few television stations, 
a large percentage of the United States population can be reached. 

As the logical part of their own sales efforts, the television networks 
never fail to drive this point home with national advertisers. It also 
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finds logical expression in the limited number of basic network affili- 
ates of the CBS and NBC television networks, as per May 1954: 


Basic Basic 
required optional 
iffiliates affiliates 

CBS ne = 
NBC ‘3 87 


The basic required affiliates are a group which an advertiser is forced 
to take if he wants to avail himself of the network’s facilities. In 
case he wants coverage beyond that of the basic required group, he 
can, at his own choice, add stations from the optional group. In 
practice, most national advertisers use less than 75 stations to cover 
their national market. The following table which lists 23 of tele- 
vision’s leading programs, reveals the number of stations the adver- 
tiser uses, and the number of television homes covered. 


TABLE II.—Coverage of leading T'V programs 2 weeks ending Apr. 10, 1954 








Coverage 
of TV 
Number | homes TV t : 
Program of percent of lomes | Network 
covered 
stations United 
States 
total 
Adventures of Ozzie and Harriet 69 94.5 26, 730,000 | ABC, 
Arthur Godfrey and His Friends 
Pillsbury 92 96.1 27, 190,000 | CBS. 
oni 126 97.1 27, 470,000 | CBS. 
Arthur Murray Party 36 73.3 20, 740,000 | NBC, 
Beat the Clock 66 86. 7 24, 530,000 | CBS. 
Buick— Berle show 121 93.6 26, 480,000 | NBC, 
Colgate Comedy Hour 106 96.8 ‘ ,000 | NBC, 
Dragnet 107 96.5 ,000 | NBC, 
Garry Moore Show 
Kellogg Co_.. ‘ 52 90.9 000 | CBS. 
Norge 105 93.7 000 | CBS, 
Guiding Light.- 65 96. 1 ,000 | CBS. 
I Love Lucy 7 132 97.8 7, ,000 | CBS 
Mama 44 87.1 24° 640,000 | CBS. 
Martin Kane___- 65 94.8 26, 820,000 | NBC. 
39 79.0 22,350,000 | CBS. 
19 83.0 23. 470.000 | CBS 
39 38.9 11,000,000 | CBS 
24 69.3 19, 610,000 | DuMont. 
4 96. 1 27,190,000 | NBC. 
tein 53 60.7 17, 170, 000 ABC, 
92 87.5 24, 740,000 | CBS 
16 34.7 9, 820,000 | DuMont. 
of 95. 1 26, 900,000 | NBC 





As a significant footnote to the above table, it should be noted that 
a varying number of stations can reach approximately the same num- 
ber of television homes. I Love Lucy with 132 stations is in the range 
of over 27 million homes. In contrast, the Garry Moore Show has a 
coverage of nearly 26 million television homes utilizing only 52 sta- 
tions. As could be expected from these circumstances, television sta- 
tions in major metropolitan markets profit first, stations in secondary 
markets are mostly ignored. 
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According to FCC statistics, during the veek of March 14 to 20, 
1954, the average postfreeze VHF television station, operating at a 
profit in a market of over 500,000 people, carried a total of 45 n etwork 
hours, as against 22 hours for a similar station in a market with less 
than 100,000 people. For UHF television stations, the figures are 43 
and 17 network hours, respect ively. 

In the past, the argument has often been advanced that television 
will continue to attract larger advertising budgets, and that more and 
more stations will eventually partic ipate in network broadcasting. 
Chis argument collapses in the face of the following two facts: 

1. With most cor npanies serving a “national market”, it does not 
make economic sense to use more television stations than are essential 
to cover a certain large but fixed perce ntage of the population. Beyond 

that point the ec omp% iny’s market is scattered and clearly margin: al. In 
addition, the “cost per thousand viewers” in markets at the bottom of 
the list, may be such that it does not permit stations in those markets 
to compete successfully against other advertising media which offer 
more attractive “cost per thousand” rates in scattered markets. 

2. As has happened in the past, a considerable percentage of any 
ne rease in television advertising from year-to-year is siphoned off 
by the major markets. This results from: 

A. Higher saturation of sets in the metropolitan areas 

B. Increases in metropolitan stations’ power with resulting increase 
in coverage. 

Pushing back of the fringe reception areas, as performance of 
receivers improves. 

The time rates of a New York television station, as they have de- 
veloped over a period of years, make it quite obvious that although the 
“cost per thousand” may have remained equal, the total cost to an 
advertiser to promote his product in this vast market has been climb- 
ing steadily. 


One hour ciass A time: 


1951 “— shinee ‘ $3, 250 
1952 bettas ¢ 4, 000 
1953 ; ~ 4 7 4,500 
1954 4 - 6, 000 


RELATION OF MARGINAL STATIONS AND POPULATION 


Because of the very nature of these market coverage factors which 
give natural advantage to (1) the networks and (2) stations in 
larger metropolitan areas, it is hardly surprising that postfreeze sta- 
tions, both UHF and VHF, have found it difficult to secure an economic 
foothold in television, even though it is a new and dynamic industry. 
It should, therefore, be instructive to this committee to analyze the 
market size and location of stations which have so far surrendered 
their construction permits or suspended operations. A study of the 
following data will reveal that their difficulties have little, if any, 
bearing on UHF, but are primarily caused by a situation in which 
the economics of network broadcasting militates against small 
communities. 
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Per May 19, 1954, a total of 12 VHF and 61 UHF stations returned 
their construction permits or went off the air. The following table 
classifies these stations in terms of population: 


Metropolitan population of Metropolitan population of 
city in which station is . city in which station ts a — 
located (includes county VHI UHI located (includes county VHF | UHF 
populatior population 
1,000,000 or over 1 300,000 to 400,009. 1 
100,000 to 1,000,000 l 200,000 to 300,00). 5 
800,000 to 900,00) 3 100,000 to 200,009_ 2 22 
700,000 to 800,000 50,000 to 100,009_.- 5 15 
600,000 to 700,00) e 25,000 to 50,000__.- 5 6 
500,000 to 690,009 5 -—— oo 
400,000 to 500,000____ 2 PO bia). cvanie Dee 12 61 


In the top 52—the total number of NBC basic affiliates—metro- 
politan and urban markets, Wheeling-Steubenville is found at the 
bottom of the list with a population of 354,092—1950 census data. 
Using this figure as a yardstick, only 13 of the 73 stations which are 
analyzed above are about as large or larger than Wheeling-Steuben- 
ville. To put it another way, only 13 appear to be of “network stand- 
ing,” in terms of basic affiliation. This cone lusion does not even allow 
for such factors as “cost per thousand viewers,” coverage from nearby 
metropolitan stations, and so forth. 

As far as the remaining 63 stations are concerned, their chances of 
obtaining a basic network affiliation seem quite remote. Some of them 
could have become optional affiliates, which is a most unstable rela- 
tionship at best. 

But even more significant is the fact that, in most cases, these stations 
would have encountered most of these same difficulties if they were 
on the VHF band. 

They are not in the wrong band, but in the wrong towns, at least 
from the networks’ point of view, who are guided by the economics 
of national advertising. 

It is perhaps unfortunate that this committee has placed upon itself 
the limitation of investigating UHF only. Although some of the 
problems, as presented by other witnesses, are unique to UHF, they 
all have their roots in the economies which govern every type of tele- 
vision broadcasting. It seems likely that the failure of the 12 VHF 
stations was principally caused by the same factors as caused the fail- 
ure of the 61 UHF. Narrowing the issue to UHF brings danger of giv- 
ing UHF stations preferential treatment, creating further inequities 
between VHF and UHF. 

It must be recognized also that the present list of “returned CP’s’ 
overlooks the many operators who studied their local economic pros- 
pects and, because of the uncertain future, did not even apply for 
licenses. These stations differ from those who actually failed only 
in that they either did not have access to the necessary risk capital 
or because they merely did not have the economic courage. Regardless 
of whether one should or should not admire their judgment, the fact 
today is that a man who plans to operate a television station in an 
area of less than 100,000 people, is considered foolhardy by most ob- 
servers. Nevertheless, the FCC, in setting its allocation table, antici- 
pated that there would eventually be hundreds of television stations 
in these small communities, as evidenced by the fact that of approxi- 
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mately 1,232 cities listed in the Table of Assignments, 891, or almost 
three-fourths, are cities of 25,000 population or less. These same cities 
received over half—55.3 percent—of all commercial television channel 
assignments. 

The following table compares, by population groups, the number of 
channels assigned, and the number of channels covered by license appli- 
cations, as per May 1953: 


Number of Number of 


City size channels as- | channels ep pet , 
signed plied for 
Under 5,000 (1 (2 3) 
Under 5,000 161 2 1.2 
,000 to 10,000 395 18 4.6 
10,000 to 25,000 43 82 18.8 
25,000 to 50,000 202 144 55.0 
60,000 and over 539 473 87.8 
Potal 1, 793 719 


A note of further interest is the fact that in cities below 25,000, 
there are a total of 101 VHF channels in 89 cities for which no 
applications were filed as of May 1953. This seems to emphasize that 
economic problems in television broadcasting are not confined to UHF. 

Although these figures are already 1 year old, the situation has 
worsened rather than improved. 

Even among those stations who have construction permits issued 
to them there is now little indication of enthusiasm. According to 
Television Digest of May 8, 1954, of the 220 construction permit 
still outstanding, only 80 reported target dates within 1954 for station 
construction. Only as few as 18 are known to have equipment on 
hand, while another 45 have stated they have equipment on order. 


THE BLAME LIES WITH THE ECONOMIC FACTS OF LIFE 


It would be unfair to both the networks and the advertisers to lay 
the blame on their doorstep. Both are guided by sound economic 
principles and it is not their fault that many broadcasters believed 
that television would largely repeat the history of radio. 

Present comparison between the two media now reveals more dif- 
ference than similarities. Radio’s cost per thousand viewers is con- 
siderably lower and, therefore, attracts a larger number of advertisers. 
Radio stations not affiliated with networks—clear channel stations— 
generally were and are able to operate profitably. But television has 
not as yet found the equivalent for radio’s low-cost disk jockey shows 
and other program techniques which contribute to radio’s thrifty 
economics. In this connection, it should also be pointed out that the 
number of potential national advertisers is limited. According to the 
Publishers Information Bureau, there were in 1953 only 52 advertisers 
with total television advertising budgets of over $1 million. In view 
of this fact, it is hardly surprising that that presently 35 percent of 
network telivision advertising is sponsored by only 10 companies. 
It needs no emphasis here that from an economic point of view these 
circumstances provide a precarious future for new television stations, 
especially in small markets. 
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FUTURE TELEVISION PATTERNS 


It has been stated at this hearing that the Government is anxious 
to see a “nationwide competitive television broadcasting system.” 

As long as the future of television is chained exclusively to the 
economics of network broadcasting, it would appear that the chances 
of realizing this objective are virtually nonexistent. 

long as certain network affiliations remain of vital importance 
to a station’s economy, the number of stations in this country will be 
limited to those which the networks can support. This number may 
well remain as small as some figure between 300 and 400. It will 
rarely include small communities some of which, if they are lucky, 
will have to content themselves with fringe-area reception from 
nearby metropolitan television stations. In short, the networks and 
the advertisers, and no one else, are dictating today how many stations 
there shall be and which towns shall or shall not have television. 


POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS 


The addition of more networks does not seems to solve the problem, 
except for those UHF stations which are located in the top markets. 
Television, as a mass communications medium, is continually chal- 
lenged by other mass communications media. Consequently, any 
network will always seek the conditions most favorable to such com- 
petition. ‘These conditions exist primarily in major markets, not in 
small towns. 

Regulation of nonessential aspects of television broadcasting is 
merely an evasion of realities, rather than a statesmanlike expression 
of congressional guidance. 

Therefore, the conclusion would seem to be inescapable that, if this 
committee confined itself exclusively to the “advertising- sponsored 
network” concept of television broadcasting, it automatically places 
itself in the position of favoring a limited system of television broad- 
casting. 

Needed is a new source of high quality programs, competitive to 
network programing and not subject to the economics of national 
advertising. 

In this connection, this committee may wish to give serious con- 
sideration to a complementary system of television broadcasting 
which shows strong promise both of introducing competition to net- 
work broadcasting ‘and, not being dependent on national advertising, 
of bringing service to areas where coverage is now considered un- 
economical. 

This complementary system of television broadcasting is usually re- 
ferred to as subscription television. 

Subscription television is basically a technique for coding or 
scrambling the transmitted signal so as to produce a distorted picture 
and unintelligible sound at any receiver not epee with appropri- 
ate decoding or unscrambling devices. Subscribers can purchase 
“decoding information” on a per program basis. 

With subscription television the public pays directly, at its own 
free selection, for high quality programs now unavailable on tele- 
vision. Under the present system of advertising-sponsorship, the 
cost of television entertainment is charged indirectly to the public 
in the price of the products advertised, and regardless of whether the 
individual watched or listened to the program. 








at 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS S11 


The Chairman of the FCC, Mr. Rosel Hyde has himself mentioned 
subscription television in his testimony before this committee. Mr. 
Hyde, in commenting on subscription television said, “In addition, 
it is alleged that subscription television will free stations of their 
dependency on networks.” He also informed the committee that the 
FCC recently commented on subscription television in a letter to the 
chairman of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
regarding a bill introduced by Representative Hinshaw of California. 
[he most pertinent aspects of this communication were: 

At the present broadcast station licensees cannot transmit radio 

r TV programs for public reception on home sets wherein programs 

an 1 be received only by those willing to pay a specified fee. 

The entire problem of subscription television is now under ac- 
tive tbat by the FCC. 

3. Neither FCC nor the courts have defined subscription television 
is “broadcasting” under the Communications Act. But FCC thinks 
it can do so should it deem subscription radio and/or TV to be 
the public interest. 

FCC intimated that there is little reason to consider that box 
office broadcasting is not “intended to be received by the public” just 
because there is a fee charged. The absence of any charge for the 
program is not a prerequisite of “broadcasting,” it was explained. 

“The reliance of the broadcasting industry upon advertising 
revenue, rather than upon direct charges to the pub lic as its prince ipal 
source of revenue, has not been the result of any action by either Con- 
eress or the Commission, but rather the result of the natural deve lop- 
ment of the industry,” FCC said. 

6. Subscription services would be a type of broadcast service be- 
ause while they might have a special appeal to a segment of the 
Bote ntial audience, “this is ee true of a substantial portion of 

p progr: uning now transmitted” by stations. 
‘The exclusion of subscription services from the classification of 
‘heaaacaak? operations”—which the Hinshaw bill would accomplish— 
would not in itself bar subscription authorization, according to FCC, 





which emphasized : 
The Commission may authorize other services on the broadcast bands if it 
s determines that the public interest will be served thereby. 
, The Commission also noted “subscribing members of the public 
| would be paying for the programs rather than for the use of commu- 
, nication facilities.” The FCC referred to its present authority to 
regulate number and type of hours during which subscription tele- 
; vision programs can be bro: ao by a station; the number of stations 
in a community which could be so engaged; and the adoption of 
. transmission standards. 
e 
THE POTENTIALS OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION 
e Because subscription use of television represents a wholly new 
approach to solving both the economic support and cultural uses of 
n television, yet would do so in addition to rather than as a substitute 
.- for present television usage, we believe that its authorization would 
e do the following: 
iC 1. Establish a new television broadcast service which will compete 
8 for audience with the existing services and offer an economic solution 





to the weaker networks and independent stations. 
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2. Make more telecasting stations economically possible, especially 
in the smaller communities. 

5. Build a bigger television audience and one more flexibly avail- 
able to the advertising sponsors. 

t. Provide an economically sound solution to the mounting problem 
of retaining or adding the “premium-type programs” to what is now 
available on television. Hence 

5. Solve the sports world’s problem of the declining gate receipts at 
the stadium—thus a means of returning the big league football games, 
the championship prize fights, and so forth, to home television. 

6. Solve not only the short-run problem of putting the best feature 
motion picture son TY, but the long-run problem ot producing more 
and better motion pictures for all types of exhibition. 

7. Provide a solution to the shrinking status of the stage and a 
return of the legitimate theater from a few houses on Broadway to 
virtually all of the houses in America. 

8. Solve the similar economic problems that have even further 
reduced the status of the opera and sympathy. 

9 Furnish a fresh and practical solution to the long unsolved 
problem of how to develop the obviously great educational uses of 
television. By charging a modest “tuition fee” for a few of the best 
weekly programs that could be developed out of the wealth of know]- 
edge on a college campus, the wherewithal could finally be obtained 
to build the much-discussed educational stations. Operated as non- 
profit stations, they could still avoid commercial sponsorship, and yet 
obtain sufficient subscription revenue to operate most of the time with- 
out fee on a truly public-service basis. 

In conclusion, subscription television will supply a second source of 
revenue to VHF and UHF stations who now have to depend exclusive- 
ly for income on advertisers. ‘They must have two sources of income 
—the advertiser and the subscriber. Subscription television supplies 
that second source of income that is so vitally necessary especially to 
the weaker networks and the outlying stations in the smaller commu- 
nities. Subscription television will bring to the most humble homes 
grand opera, front row seats on opening nights on Broadway, top 
movies and other great events too costly to be sponsored by the adver- 
tisers. Only subscription TV can deliver such attractions into the 
homes at a mere fraction of what is now paid per viewer at the box 
office. 

Subscription television, in other words, offers not only an economic 
but also a cultural solution to television’s basic problems. 

No greater catastrophe could befall the weaker VHF stations than 
to have this given adil to the UHF stations. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Ball. 

Mayor Lawrence. 

Mr. Mayor, we are delighted to have you before the committee rep- 
resenting your great city of Pittsburgh and I know of your fine record 
there as mayor. I regret, however, that I have another hearing, 
and I will turn the hearing over to Senator Schoeppel. I would love 
to stay but I have a conflict of interests here this morning. 

Mayor Lawrence. I realize that. 

Senator ScHorrren (presiding). All right, Mr. Lawrence, you may 
proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID L. LAWRENCE, MAYOR OF THE CITY 
OF PITTSBURGH, PA. 


Mayor Lawrence. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; first, 
[ would like to state that I am not a lawyer; I am not an engineer, and 
| happen to be in the insurance business, and at the moment mayor of 
the city of Pittsburgh. 

I cite all that to indicate to you that I know very little, probably 
less than anyone in the room, about the technical features of television. 

The city of Pittsburgh ranks as the 12th largest in the United States 
with a population of 676,806, according to the last census. Its stand- 
ard metropolitan area, which includes Allegheny, Beaver, Washing- 
ton, and Westmoreland Counties, contains a population of 2,213,236. 

\ survey conducted by the J. Walter Thompson Co. showing the tele- 
vision households for the 340 top markets in the United States as of 
January 1, 1954, listed Pittsburgh as the eighth such market. 

In other words, we are 12th in population and 8th in the television 
Wwol Id. 

in spite of this large concentration of population, Pittsburgh had 
only one operating television station from January 1949 to August 
1953. The Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., began operation on 
VHF channel 3 in January 1949, while two UHF stations commenced 
operation during the summer of 1953, 

It is, therefore, obvious that this vast number of persons residing 
in the Pittsburgh standard metropolitan area were deprived of the 
television to which they were entitled. The so-called television freeze, 
lasting from September 1948 until April 1952, was the principal rea- 
son why these persons were deprived of this service. 

Prior to the freeze, the Federal Communications Commission had 
allocated 4 VHF channels to Pittsburgh. The Commission had 
already authorized Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., to use chan- 
nel 3, thereby leaving 3 channels for which interested persons could 
apply. 

When the freeze order was adopted there were no less than 7 appli- 
cations pending for these remaining channels, at least 1 of which had 
been on file since October 1945. 

These Pittsburgh applications were designated for hearing in early 
1948, but a hearing had not yet been held when the Commission 
imposed the freeze on any further processing of television appli- 
cations. 

A substantial amount of money had been spent by each applicant 
in preparing its original application and its hearing material. When 
the freeze was lifted, the Commission ordered all the pending appli- 
cations removed from the hearing docket and the applicants were 
requested to file amendments in accordance with the new procedures. 
These applicants then had to spend additional funds in preparing 
amendments to their applications, and it was not until recently that 
these Pittsburgh applicants were designated for hearings for the 
unassigned VHF channels. 

The freeze was not ended until April 1952, when the Commission 
assigned 3 VHF channels and 3 UHF channels to Pitsburgh, 1 of 
the VHF channels being allocated for educational use. Subsequently, 
as mayor of the city of Pittsburgh, I interested myself in obtaining 
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another channel for the city and the Commission, as a result of that, 
assigned channel 4 to Irwin, Pa., a nearby suburb, to provide addi- 
tional service to Pittsburgh and its metropolitan area 

As stated earlier, Pittsburgh currently has only 3 operating com- 
mercial television stations—1 VHF and 2 UHF. 

A cons struction permit for a third UHF channel was granted in 
October of 1952, but that station has not yet commenced operation. 

Station WENS , operating on channel 16, has recently announced 
that it is canceling all of its Jocal shows, except for certain Pittsburgh 
Pirate National League baseball games for which telecasts have been 
scheduled—I don’t know why because nobody is particularly inter- 
ested in the Pirates. 

I learned this morning that is a temporary change in program until 
September or October. 

The television service that is presently provided to the nearly 244 
million persons residing in the P ittsburgh metropolitan area is inade- 
quate to mee { the needs of the communities served. 

T he remai ning commercial channels assigned to the Pittsburgh 
area—c ieeyess ls 4 and 1l—are each now being sought in competitive 
proceedings by a ee al of 8 applic ants. While hearings on both chan- 
nels have proceeded through the preliminary stages, it is estimated 
that the two winning applicants will not be able to begin commercial 
operation for at lia 2, or more probably, 3 years. That is the esti- 
mated minimum length of time thav it will take to arrive at final 
decisions plus the time it will take to construct the stations 

In the meantime, the people of Pittsburgh and the surrounding 
areas will receive only those programs broadeast by stations now on 
the air. 

It is for this reason, and supporting testimony will come from many 
other similar areas, that any temporary or permanent freeze on the 
processing of television applications should be opposed. 

The public in the Pittsburgh area, as well as the public in a large 
number of other areas, have already suffered from the results of one 
freeze, and they do not wish to go through another, 

I have heard discussions of the amounts expended by some of the 
applicants, and it is my best judgment that the 8 8 applicants now going 
through hearings for the 2 VHF channels mentioned have already 
spent more than $450,000 and will spend at least an additional $500, 000 
in expenses directly connected with the hearings before any final de- 
cisions are reached. 

And, of course, only 2 of these 8 applicants will be successful, with 
the result that 6 applicants will have spent vast sums of money and will 
have nothing to show for it. 

This is the type of gamble that the 2 UHF stations and 1 UHF 
station permittee did not take, as in each case their applications were 
snappers. 

The eight applicants now in competitive hearings for the Pittsburgh 
and Irwin channels have pledged a total of more than $14 million to 
cover their respective costs of construction and the initial stages of 
operation. This amount that has been pledged is in the form of mon- 
eys paid into or on hand by the respective applicant corporations, 
stock and bond subscriptions, and loans from banks and others. 
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In view of the fact that only 2 of the 8 applicants will be success 
ful in these hearings, only approximately one-quarter of this amount 
will actually be used to finance the costs of constructions of the 2 sta 
tions and the initial operation. However, because of the collateral 
required for both corporate and persona] bank loans, because of the 
Cc ‘commitments of the stoc *k and bond subse r ibe rs, and bee ‘“ause of mone ys 
pleceeg out of corporate assets, a large proportion, if not all, of this 

otal of $14 million must be held in a suspended state pending the 
eau of these hearings. 

In the absence of these personal and corporate commitments, these 
moneys could be employed for other productive purposes. 

The combined construction costs of the proposed stations as stated 
in the applications of these eight applicants total more than $12,500, 
000, for which the above amount has been committed. When such a 
vast amount of money is multiplied by the number of cities wherein 
competitive proceedings are pending or are in process throughout the 
country, the committee will realize what a serious and inequitable 
hardship would result if another freeze were imposed, 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Lawrence, might I inject there; I think 
that is a situation that should certainly be taken into consideration, 
but in all fairness to the Commission downtown, or the agency down 
town, if they sought to preclude somebody coming in and contesting 
one of these stations, they would be over a barrel, too, wouldn’t they ? 

There has to be a degree of latitude to the applicants, consistent, 
of course, with the time element that goes into all of this; but what 
I take it you are objecting to or forewarning against is a freeze that 
might come at this stage of the game with these applicants in the 
present position they are, not only in your community but a lot of 
other sections of the country ? 

Mayor Lawrence. Exactly. 

Senator Scnorrrer. But you do agree that it is not really the 
thought of the agency downtown or the Commission downtown ¢ 

Mayor Lawrence. I am not critical of them, but we have been just 
the innocent sufferer from just one thing after another, with the 
result that here Pittsburgh, which was the pioneer broadcasting city 
of the world in radio, is today still with 1 VHF and 2 UHF stations. 
There has just been a series of things happening that deprived us of 
people having the proper facility. 

Senator ScuorrreL. Yes; but let me remind you there are other 
sections of the country in the same situation. 

Mayor Lawrence, Exactly. 

Senator Scuorrret. Maybe not in the magnitude of yours. 

Mayor Lawrence. Exactly. 

Senator Scnorpret. But that has happened in other sections of the 
country. 

Mayor Lawrence. Exactly. 

I remember distinctly when I was fighting for the stations we 
have got and the educational station. I “happened to lead the fight 
for the educational station. I was then president of the United 
States Conference of Mayors, and we have a station operating in 
Pittsburgh—WQED. I then got somewhat of a survey of the situa- 
tion. I found a city like Denver at that time had none. Portland, 
Oreg., had none. 

I remember that distinctly. 





S16 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


To continue with my paper, a survey conducted by the A. C. Nielsen 
Co. for CBS-TV, showing the number of television families by 
counties in the United States as of November 1, 1953, stated that 
there were 501,960 sets which received only VHF broadcasts in the 
4 counties comprising the ee standard metropolitan area, 
At an average cost of $250 per set, these 501,960 VHF sets represent 
an investment of more than $125 million by "the public of the Pitts- 
burgh area 

Should the Federal Communications Commission require, as a 
result of these hearings, that all television channels be in the UHF 
band, this investment of more than $125 million can be only partially 
salvaged through set conversions to UHF at a tremendous additional 
investment by the set owners, which, on the basis of conversations 
I have had with people in both the radio and television business, 
would amount to another 30 or 40 millions of dollars. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Lawrence, how many sets in that same area 
have been converted to receive VHF? 

Mayor Lawrence. I don’t have that figure, Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunt. Do you have some idea of the relationship between 
the two in your area ¢ 

Mayor Lawrence. No. You would have to get that from somebody 
in the television business. 

The word “partially” is used because of a comprehensive—— 

Senator Hunt. May I ask one more question ? 

Mayor Lawrence, Yes. Pardon me. 

Senator Hunv. Is your city served by television from other cities at 
all ? 

Mayor Lawrence. Some people can pick up, I understand, from 
Johistown; but a great many of the sets can’t. You see, our terrain 
there is quite hard. We are in hills and valleys there and it makes 
it somewhat difficult to pick up other places. 

The word “partially” is used because a comprehensive field survey 
was vonducted in 1949 in the Pittsburgh area by Westinghouse engi- 
neers which indicated that the signal coverage of U HF in a rough 
terrain is substantially inferior to that of V "HF in similar terrain. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the conversion of sets to 
UHF would not insure that many persons residing in the area would 
receive satisfactory service. 

It has been estimated that a move of all channels to the UHF band 
would destroy an investment of nearly $10 billion—I was originally 
told that was 3 to 5 billion, but I understand that Dr. Du Mont stated 
here it was closer to $10 billion—made by persons throughout the 
United States in VHF sets. 

The committee should realize that the ultimate beneficiaries of this 
or other similar hearings should be the public—and I am sure that is 
your concern. 

The Communications Act of 1934, as amended in 1952, states that 
the Commission should administer the act and its own rules and 
regulations for the public interest, convenience, and necessity. Any 
requirement that would eliminate an investment of $10 billion would 
not be serving, we all recognize, the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity. 
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Several proposals were made before this committee during the hear- 
ings held on May 19-21 to the effect that the coverage of both VHF 
and UHF should be reduced and limited. 

The present coverage provided to the Pittsburgh area by the three 
operating stations is not as satisfactory as desired. This results in 
part from the extremely rough terrain in the area and in part from 
the present low power of one of the UHF stations. 

To reduce or limit the power of television stations, or to eliminate 
VHF stations, would result in the rendering of an inferior service to 
the Pittsburgh area, and the same result would occur in many similar 
areas throughout the United States. It is the public that would be 
damaged by such proposals. 

Pittsburgh has contributed, as I stated before, a great deal to the 
development of the radio. It has the two oldest commercial broad- 

casting stations in the United States and it is a great embarrassment 

to me to think that our great city and community has been treated so 
badly in the allocation of channels. Any further delay in the process- 
ing of the pending applications would be a great injustice to us. 

Tn conclusion, we should not lose sight of the fact that television 
is a new industry and is still experiencing its growing pains. The early 
years of opera tions of both pre freeze and post freeze VHF stations 
were filled with many hardships, not the least of which was severe 
economic losses. 

It is my belief that this industry can best serve the public interest 
if it can proceed, without further delay and without further govern- 
mental restriction, to expand the television facilities of this Nation. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunr. I have no questions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Scuorrren., Thank you, Mr. Lawrence. 

Mayor Lawrence. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator ScuorrreL. The next witness, I think, is John Guider of 
the Mount Washington TV Co., of Poland Springs, Maine. 

Mr. Guider, you may be seated, sir. 

I note you have a written statement. 

Mr. Guiwer. I have; yes, sir. 

Senator ScHorrreL. You may proceed in any manner that you 
desire. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. GUIDER, PRESIDENT, MOUNT 
WASHINGTON TV, INC. 


Mr. Guiper. My name is John W. Guider. I am a lawyer and prac- 
tice law before the Federal Communications Commission since the 
old days when it was the Federal Radio Commission. 

I have been associated with the radio industry in one way or an- 
other for about 30 years. 

I presently live in New Hampshire, and I am the president of Mount 
Washington TV, Inc., which holds a construction permit for a tele- 
vision broadcast station on channel 8, a VHF channel with our trans- 
mitting facilities to be located on the summit of Mount Washington, 
which is the highest mountain in the eastern part of the United States, 
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6,280 feet. That summit is about 4,000 feet above the average terrain 
of the surrounding countryside. So, our antenna will be approxi- 
mately four times as high as that of the Empire State Building and 
the antennas located thereon. 

This presentation, which is not a long one, is perhaps something 
that particularizes the generalities that were in Mr. Pierson’s testi- 
mony. 

We are showing you here a specific example of how these proposals 
work in an actual case that is in existence at the moment. 

I, personally, am the owner and operator of a 250-watt standard 
broadcast station, FM station, located in Berlin, N. H., at the foot 
of Mount Washington. Most of my associates in the Mount Wash- 
ington venture are also owners and operators of small standard broad- 
cast tsations in northern New England—WABI and Bango; WCOU 
in Lewiston; WFAU in Augusta; WPOR in Portland, Maine; WT VL 
in Waterville; and WRKD in Rockland in Maine; and WKBR, Man- 
chester: WTSL, Hanover; and WTSYV, Claremont, in New Hampshire. 

My associates and I are engaged in the challenging venture of 
establishing a TV station in a sparsely settled part of the country on 
a mountain which is snowbound from October to June every year 
and has the worst weather in the country. 

Unless you think I am prone to exaggerate that, let me say the 
highest winds ever recorded on the face of the sarth, 231 miles an 
hour, have been recorded at the top of Mount Washington before the 
equipment was damaged. A sustained gust of 180 miles an hour has 
been recorded up there for a period of 5 minutes, The average wind 
for the 365 days of the year up there is around 58 miles an hour, 
and the hurricane force is 70 miles an hour. 

So, that gives you an indication of the kind of weather we have 
up there. 

In addition to that great wind area up there, you have, of course, 
extreme coli’ weather. So, the Government has recently been con- 
ducting all kinds of cold-weather experimentation work on top of 
Mount Washington, and has put several big activities up there. 

In the more than 2 years we have been pursuing the project, we have 
proceeded far in licking many of the severe construction and operating 
problems involved in this unique TV station. 

It has been sometimes called the Zsa Zsa Gabor of all TV stations 
because of the unusual glamor it possesses and the many characteristics 
about it that are really unique. 

After expenditure of much time and money we are now on the 
threshold of establishing a TV service which will be of a tremendous 
value to an underprivileged radio and TV area—ai least so far as 
radio and TY is concerned. 

It is, accordingly, with some concern that we read of proposals 
before this committee which, if applied to our station, would kill off 
the entire project and with it the public benefits it will provide. 

These UHF proposals include: 

Abolishing VHF assignments and moving all TV stations to UHF; 

A freeze on any more VHF construction for an indefinite period ; 

A reduction or limitation of coverage of VHF stations. 

They appear to have been advanced as remedies for UHE’s problems, 
capable of general application on a nationwide basis and without re- 
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gard to the varying circumstances and conditions in different parts of 
the country. 

I am not qualified to pass judgment on whether some of these pro- 
posals may be helpful to the development of UHF in certain locali- 
ties without being to the detriment of TV and the public generally ; 
but I am sure—and the facts are clear—that to apply them to northern 
New England and to Mount Washington TV, in particular, would 
benefit nobody. On the contrary, it would cause serious and irrep- 
arable public ne private loss. 

A doption of any of these UHF proposals would wipe out not only 
the very substantial investment my associates and I have made in 
Mount Washington TV, but it would also wipe out the only TV service 
of any kind which will ever be provided for a very large number 
of farmers and other rural residents and small communities in the 
States of Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont—all this to no gain, 
because no compensating benefit to UHF in our part of the country 
wil! be gained by it and no proposal has been made by UHF to sub- 
stitute for this VHF service that is contemplated by our project. 

Any proposal which will require a reduction in Mount Washington 
TV’s service area is definitely contrary to the public interest in north- 
ern New England. Mount Washington TV’s survival depends upon 
the wide coverage it will provide. 

Northern New England is predominantly a rural area and sparsely 
settled. ‘The broad reaches of Maine, New H: ampshire, and Vermont 
lack the concentration of population to support broadcast stations, 
and they have always suffered from inadequate radio service. 

I will leave my notes for just a minute to tell you in my home in 
Littleton, N. H., with the best of radio equipment and antennas, there 
is no certainty I can receive any particular station on any particular 
night. 

I am talking about broadcasting now. 

At this late date there are gre: vat areas in Maine, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont where you never know where you are going to get and 
if you want to listen to the Columbia news, you reach down into 
New York and get it at 11 o’clock at night, or some other night you 
get it from New Orleans, or you get it from Charlotte, or somewhere 
else. You never know what you are going to be able to get up there. 

There is a need up there for some better share of radio facilities, 
and we are trying to bring to the people good TV when they have never 
vet had good radio. 

Senator Scuorrre.. That means, of course, there are certain phe- 
nomena that exist which the scientists have an explanation for, but 
we haven’t got the equipment and sets, and one thing and another yet, 
to provide the good type of service ? 

Mr. Guiwer. No, Senator. I think the main reason is that we up 
there are a little too far away from the populous centers that can 
support a broadcasting station. 

Senator ScHorpret. Yes; I recognize you have got that factor 
there. 

Mr. Guiwer. Then you have the mountainous terrain which does 
introduce some scientific problems. 

Senator ScHorpret. You mentioned, for instance, you got stations 
from New Orleans up in that area. 
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Mr. Guiwer. Yes; you get what is called the skywave—skip distance. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Yes. 

Mr. Guiper. One night you will get Chicago; another night you 
will get Pittsburgh. 

Now, another program I listened to is the 6:45 news, and I some- 
times think I am getting it from Boston, WBS, which comes from a 
pretty reliable station, from about 180 miles away but I am just as apt 
to be listening to Pittsburgh carrying the same program and won’t 
get Boston at all. 

We get freak reception. There must be some scientific explanation 
to it. I am not sure I can put my finger on it, except I know we are 
outside the good service areas of any station strong enough to reliably 
serve us. 

Unable to support radio stations, communities in this area will even 
less be able to support TV stations, individual stations. 

Mount Washington, in northern New England, however, provides 
the natural height whereby a TV service can be rendered over a wide 
area and thus encompass sufficient people in the aggregate to make a 
station economically feasible, and only by such a station will large 
portions of northern New England ever receive a television service, 

As Federal Communications Commissioner Sterling stated publicly 
when we received our permit to build a station on Mount Washington : 

This station on Mount Washington will no doubt, taking into account the 
economy of the area and the high cost of establishing a TV station, provide the 
only TV service the population of these areas may even receive. 

[ certainly know that is a correct statement and it is the reason 
we are here today. 

If, however—— 

Senator Hunr. May I ask you what date that statement was made? 

Mr. Guiner. That decision, Senator, I think, was July 8 of last year, 
when we got our grant. 

Senator Hunt. Last year. 

Mr. Guiptr. At the time we got our grant, from what was a press 
release. 

Senator Hunv. I take it, from that, the Commissioner doesn’t feel 
the community antenna services will ever blanket your area then ? 

Mr. Guiper. No, sir, because even they need a better signal than 
would be coming in. 

A community antenna usually relies on getting up on some local 
hill or something and picking up a signal, but we are not going to 
be close enough to anything to even get it up on the hill with very good 
success, 

We know now about what we are getting up there because a lot of 
sets have been sold on the strength of the promise of Mount Washing- 
ton, and these sets sre now operating in a fringe area, and some people 
up on hills get pretty good results; other people down in the valleys 
are getting nothing but snow. 

So, we know about what a community antenna would do up there 
and it wouldn’t do too much. 

Getting back to the statement : If we are to be prohibited from using 
the natural advantage of height provided by Mount Washington, or we 
are otherwise forced to reduce coverage, we would be forced to aban 
don our plans. 
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Our only chance of getting the necessary financial support to oper- 
ate the station is to incorporate an audience big enough to justify the 
advertiser buying us, and I think I might say there probably isn’t 
10 percent of our potential audience within 30 miles of our tower. 

We are up there in a national park area, and rural section, so that 
the people we are reaching—we are like a doughnut—we are in the 
middle; then there is a hole where there aren’t many people and then 
the people we are reaching are out on the ring of the doughnut. 

Neither could the Mount Washington TV operation survive if our 
VHF channel were taken away and we were told to operate UHF 
only, for the UHF signals would be so unsuitable to provide service 

| the mountainous areas of northern New England and the area and 
population which UHF would reach would be so limited that the 
tation would lack the wide coverage which alone makes a TV service 
economically feasible in this sparsely settled area. 

Accordingly, any limitation on Mount Washington’s TV-wide-area 
overage, by preventing the use of the mountain which makes that 
coverage possible, by requiring a reduction in power, or by forcing 
. move from VHF to UHF, would destroy the TV service which Mount 
Washington TV will render; and—I ask you to note this point— 
none of these remedies advanced in behalf of UHF will serve to 
replace that service with any UHF substitute. 

Moreover, most of the TV sets in the States of Maine, New Hamp- 
shire, and Vermont—a total of—I think the figures on the 31st of 
May were 247,000—are capable of VHF reception only. I am per 
fectly sure more than 200,000 of these receivers are not adapted for 
UHF. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Might I ask there, sir, in reference to the last 
statement you made there on page 3—“and none of these remedies 
<_ anced in behalf of UHF will serve to replace that service with 

UHF service.” 

Is that because there is no application for UHF permits in there? 

Mr. Guiper. That is right. There are presently operating in our 
service area 2 UHF’s with low power, 1 in Portland and 1 in Lewiston, 
Maine. 

A person would have to be a little short of insane to try to put a 

UIHF station up into that north country area, with the small popula- 
tion, and try to get his programs up there and try to sell it to any- 
body for enough to operate a station; and when he got up there he 
vould be operating in a terrain which would drive the signal right 
back under his towers and he would get to very few people. 

don’t believe anybody would be tempted to put UHF up there. 

Another UHF suggestion is the freeze on VHF construction. 

Now, it is unthinkable and, as somebody said yesterday, appalling 
that any freeze would be applied to a case like ours. Not only would 

the freeze be fatal to the establishment of the service which large 
eas of northern New England are waiting for, but it would not 
replace it with UHF service. Moreover, it would prevent us from 
ompleting our construction and getting on the air as planned, and 
that would be grossly unfair to Mount Washington TV. 

Now, I know you gentlemen realize when you take a construction 
permit you accept an obligation to complete your station at a certain 
time, and yeu have only 6 months to do it in. So, you are obliged, 
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if you are operating in good faith, as most applicants do, to go out 
and start spending money right away to meet that de adline. We 
have done that. 

Our deadline is in September. We hope to go on the air in August. 

I would like to mention very briefly what we have done. 

For over 2 years we have been very active in proceedings before the 
Commission, in making the necessary surveys, economic, engineering, 
and programing to carry out the proposal, in preparing and proc- 
essing an application, in working out conflicts with other applicants, 
in conducting experimental transmissions from the mountaintop, 
and since getting our grant the last of July, we have done extensive 
work to provide power and housing on the mountain. 

I think you will be interested to know we are prefabricating a very 
strong building and moving it up in sections so it can be speedily 
erected during the short building season in the summer the mountain 
affords us. 

That construction is underway on the mountain. We have got a 
concrete foundation that is going to cost us $50,000 just for the func- 
tion. Everything up there has to be very strong. 

Our whole building has been certified by the scientists at MIT 
that it will not sw: ay more than a quarter of an inch in a hundred- 
and-fifty-mile wind, but we are not building anything sparingly and 
it hasn’t been easy to plan it and know how to make it work up there. 

All told, we have so far expended—and we were not involved in any 
hearing—this is not hearing money—over $200,000 on the project, 
and we have signed commitments covering equipment, housing, fa- 
cilities, and so forth, for an additional $500,000. 

Much of our equipment, costing over $400,000, has been shipped to 
us, and the balance of it will all be delivered within the next 30 days. 

We are not now in the position of being able to wait and see what is 
going to happen to this hearing. Weather conditions afford us only 
the next 3 months to build our transmitter house and get our equipment 
installed. 

If we are to get the station on the air this year, we must proceed 
energetically and without any delay so we can have our construction 
completed before the mountain gets snowed in again in October. 

If we don’t get on the air this summer, it will be not practical from 
the business point of view to ever go on the air. 

I won't elaborate on that in the interest of time, but I can, if you 
want me to. 

Hence, my association and I must proceed with our plans to complete 
construction of the station just as rapidly as possible. We are doing 
so, confident that this committee will not take any such unwise or 
unfair action as recommending a freeze which would prevent us in- 
stituting the very valuable TV service we are already so far along 
with, and to do this without offering a UHF substitute. 

My associates and I are engaged in the pioneering of a VHF sta- 
tion which challenges the imagination, not only in the problems in- 
volved but in the benefits it will bri ing to that large area of the country. 

Whatever merit proposals advanc ed to solve UHF problems in par- 
ticular locations in other sections of the country may be thought to 
have in those particular eases, these proposals ¢ annot fairly be applied 
to the situation in our case. To do it would benefit no one. To do so 
would cause the most serious injury not only to those who have ven- 


Pancha drBiavee aN iod 


aft. 








| 


m 
Ou 


te 
ng 

or 
in- 
ng 


ta- 
in- 


ar 
to 
ied 


» SO 








STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 82; 


tured our time and capital, but to the hundreds of thousands of people 
who are waiting for it. 

Mr. Guiwer. Now if I might make one small supplementary state- 
ment to quote a word used in another hearing here recently, I do not 
want to sound pious and I do want to say that I am one of the smaller 
investors in this company, although the amount invested is quite a 
large amount to me, but I would rather lose whatever I have got in 
there than to have this thing delayed. I would hate to face all the 
people in that north country who have waited for this station and 
whom I have been telling that we would have it in August and have to 
explain to them that we will tiot go on the air, and we will have to 
stop, look, and listen before the situation is settled. 

I can tell you of hundreds and hundreds of people who have been 
saving pennies for downpayment on their television sets, and I am 
not exaggerating when I say that, when we go on the air. 

Senator Scnorrren. I gather that there is a feeling of a fear of a 
freeze. As TI recall the testimony, and I have been able to read some 
of it and have been able to listen to a lot of it, there was no recommen- 
dation or suggestion on the part of the UHF people or those testify- 
ing that a freeze, if ordered or thought about, should apply to any 
of the permits now granted. Maybe I am wrong, but I think the 
record will bear me out. 

Mr. Guiner. Mr. Pierson can answer that better than I can. 

Mr. Pirrson. My understanding is that there was a proposal to 
freeze the issuance of any further construction permits, and also a 
proposal to freeze any further authorization covering construction per- 
mits. I can get the exact citation in the record for you. 

Senator ScHorerret. The impression that I have, as I have said, is 
that it does not stop construction on the granting of any permits. 

Mr. Guiper. I certainly hope you are right. 

Senator ScnHorrreL. And we will certainly take a look at the record 
on it, 

Do you have any questions, Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunt. I have three quick questions, 

How high is your tower? 

Mr. Guiper. We are using a tower originally built for an FM sta- 
tion. The base of the tower is 50 feet high, and the antenna is a 
specially designed heated antenna which eliminates the ice and the 
sleet, which melts on it. The antenna on top of the old FM antenna 
comes in four 9-foot sections, a total height of 36 feet for the 4 
sections. 

Senator Hunt. What is the power? 

Mr. Gurper. One hundred and five kilowatts for the aural, and 50 
on the sound. 

Senator Hunt. How far do you expect to reach ? 

Mr. Guiver. One hundred miles in all directions. 

Senator Hunt. What population will you reach ? 

Mr. Guwer. One million, five hundred thousand people. 

Senator Scnorrret. Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. 
Guider. 

Mr. Guiper. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator ScnorpreL. The next witness is Mr. Lennox Murdoch, man- 
ager of station KSL-TV, of Salt Lake City, Utah. 
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STATEMENT OF D. LENNOX MURDOCH, VICE PRESIDENT, RADIO 
SERVICE CORP. OF UTAH 


Mr. Murpocu. My name is D. Lennox Murdoch. My home and 
business addresses are Salt Lake City, Utah. I am a vice president 
of Radio Service Corp., of Utah, licensee of KSL, KSL-FM, and 
KSL-TV. I am the officer in direct charge of KSL-TV and am a 
small stockholder in Radio Service Corp. of Utah. 

I might add that I have been with the Radio Service Corp of Utah 
for 24 years, and that since March of 1949 I have actively devoted my 
full time to the development and progress of our television operation, 

Although the subcommittee is concerned with the television prob- 
lem on a national scale, it has seemed to my organization and myself 
that the best contribution we can make is to tell you the experience 
we have had in operation of a VHF television station in a somewhat 
limited market, and on the basis of that experience, comment on some 
proposals made to you. With your indulgence that is what I propose 
to do. 

Salt Lake City is the geographic and trade center of the Great Basin, 
an area bounded by the Rocky Mountains on the east, the high mesas 
of Arizona and New Mexico on the south, the Great American Desert 
to the west and the head waters of the Columbia River to the north. 
This is truly an enclosed inland empire. 

This inland empire was settled first by the Mormon pioneers 107 
years ago. The village system developed by Brigham Young called 
for key nucleus towns with a chain of supporting and interdependent. 
settlements to be located wherever life and agriculture could be sus- 
tained within the limit of water resources. These towns were satel- 
lites of larger cities, coming together in a linked system of integration 
to the center which is Salt Lake City. The service and distribution 
techniques set up in those early pioneering days are still predominant. 

The geogr: aphic isolation of the Great Basin area is demonstrated 
by the fact that Salt Lake City is 538 miles from Denver, 870 miles 
from Portland, 770 miles from San Francisco, and 750 miles from Los 
Angeles. ‘There are no population centers between those cities suffi 
cient to support the volume of wholesale and retail trade carried on in 
Salt Lake City. 

The map attached hereto as exhibit A shows the grade A, grade B, 
and 100 microvolt per meter contours of KSL-TV. 

Senator ScHorpre.. That map will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The map referred to, exhibit A, is herewith inserted.) 

Mr. Murpocn. You will note that although the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission’s rules limit KSL-TV to a maximum power of 
29.5 kilowatts, KSL-TV is able to serve a large area. This results 
from the fact that the licensee of KSL-TV has | pioneered in a moun- 
(ain-top transmitter installation which is located on Coon Peak in the 
Oquirrh Range of mountains west of Salt Lake City. The transmitter 
site is at an elevation of 9,619 feet above sea level and 4,420 feet above 
the average elevation of the surrounding terrain. 

If my memory serves me well, I believe that is the highest commer- 
cial transmitter site in the United States in operation at the present 
time. 
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The map marked “Exhibit B” has been prepared from the United 
States Population Density map of 1950 and shows in its unshaded 
portions the extent and location of population density for some areas 
under two persons per square mile, and indicates population density 
for other area service by KSL-TV. 

Senator ScHorrPe. That map will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The map referred to, exhibit B, is herewith inserted.) 

Mr. Merpvocu. It will be noted from the exhibit that the approxi- 
mate center of the low population area is Salt Lake City, Utah, a 
natural center from which to serve this general area. Superimposed 
upon this are the service contours of KSL-TV. This illustrates the 
strategic position of Salt Lake City to furnish television service to 
many ‘of the sparsely settled areas of the intermountain West. 

Following World War I], Radio Service C orp. of Utah began its 
plans to apply for and operate a television station in Salt Lake City. 
We were well aware that in order to make such an operation profits able, 
it would be necessary to serve a substantial number of persons outside 
Salt Lake City for even at that early date it was apparent that opera- 
tion of television stations was an expensive business and we desired, 
if we were to get into the business, to do the best possible job. 

In order to determine the feasibility of wide area coverage, we 
conducted extensive studies to determine the feasibility of locating a 
transmitter site on one of the mountains in the area of Salt Lake City. 
But the cost of such an installation seemed prohibitive, and instead, 
on May 26, 1948, Radio Service C orp. of Utah filed an application 
with the Federal Communications Commission to operate a television 
station, specifying that the transmitter would be located on top of a 

uilding in downtown Salt Lake ¢ City. This application proposed a 
power of 18 kilowatts on channel 5. We estimated that this would 
serve approximately 275,000 persons and the installation would cost 
n excess of $200,000. 

That application was granted in due course, and KSL-TV began 
commercial Span ation on June 1, 1949, at a time when there were ap- 
proximately 2 2 sn — equipped with television receivers within the 
proposed service area of KSL-TYV. 

And I might add there was one other commercial station in opera- 
tion in that area 

Then began a per iod of 3 years and 7 months during which KSL-TV 
sustained heavy operating losses. 

May I digress just a moment to tell you gentlemen that we have 
ilways recognized at KSL-—TV that the value of good local program- 

ig, and although we received limited service from the networks the 
lirst 214 years of our operation, we did endeavor to honor our trust 
and give to the public what they were entitled to in good program- 
ing, So we went in for local programing and were pleased to note the 
reception and satisfaction of that programing. 

Despite these losses, KSL-TV did as good a job as possible on pro- 
graming, having faith throughout that eventually the operation would 
es to produce some return for the stockholders while doing the 
best possible job for the viewing public. 

[ am happy to say that some ‘of these local live shows have rated as 
some of the highest in our area. 
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Senator Hunt. I think I can say from experience that I do not be- 
lieve there is any community in the United States that has the talent 
locally that you have in Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Murpvocn. Thank you, Senator. We have endeavored to make 
good use of the territory. 


Senator Hunr. You and I both understand why. 

Mr. Mourpocu. Thank you, sir. 

During 1949, KSL-T'V sustained losses averaging $9,787.04 per 
month for a total loss of $68,508.33 for the 7 months duri ing which it 
operated in that year. 


In 1950 the operating losses averaged $10,600.62 per month for a 
total loss of $127,207.54 for the y year. During 1951 the losses aver- 
aged $11,042.61 per month for a total loss of $55,962.88 for the yea 
Finally, during 1953, 3 years and 7 months after KSL-TV aven 
commercial operation, it showed a ye aly profit. 

While still losing money, KSL-TV expended substantial sums to 
enlarge its service. 

During the years we were sustaining heavy operating losses, we 
became convinced that it would be difficult if not impossible for the 
station to operate at a profit unless we found a means of enlarging 
the service area. This conclusion coincided with pressure from resi- 
dents outside Salt Lake City who desired to obtain television service. 
Accordingly, after further studies and surveys, Radio Service Corp. 
of Utah obtained a lease on Coon Peak in the Oquirrh Mountain Range, 
17 miles west of Salt Lake City, and began plans to apply for and 
move its transmitter to that point. 

This planning continued and the determination to apply for per- 
mission to move its transmitter to Coon Peak was made even while 
KSL-TV was continuing to suffer heavy operating losses. 

On November 15, 19% 52, KSL-TV started transmitting programs 
from Coon Peak. From this location it was able to render service 
to 39 counties located in Utah, Idaho, Nevada, and Wyoming. With 
this larger service area, the station was able to increase its rates and 
move into the profit column. 

The move of the KSL-TV transmitter site to Coon Peak was some- 
thing of a pioneering venture—and there were some within the tele- 
vision industry who ‘felt we were impr actical idealists. In fact, the 
venture was not without costly experiences. 

As an example, the 374-foot tower and antenna first installed on 
Coon Peak was blown to the ground during a violent windstorm on 
December 7, 1952, only 3 weeks after KSL-TV started transmitting 
from that location. 

To summarize the financial experience of KSL-TYV, installation 
costs have totaled approximately $828,800. Until January 1, 1953, 
KSL-TYV had sustained operating losses of $384,190.15. During 1953 
we made a net profit of approximately $65,000. ¢ ‘onsidering that we 
have had installation and operating losses of over $1 million, it will 
be many years before this capital investment can be retired. 

KSL-TV presently is 1 of 2 operating VHF stations in Salt Lake 
City. The third VHF station is se scheduled to commence commercial 
operation in October 1954. The allocation plan for Salt Lake C ity 
provides for 3 commercial VHF stations, 1 noncommercial educz 
tional VHF station, and 2 commercial UHF stations. 
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To date there has been no applications filed for the noncommercial 
educational station or the two commercial UHF assignments. The 
allocation plan for the State of Utah provides for 7 VHF stations and 
10 UHF stations, 3 of which are reserved for noncommercial educa- 
tional use. Aside from the three VHF stations in Salt Lake City, 
there have been very few applications submitted for television assign- 
ments in Utah. 

One VHF grant has been made for Provo. and the last I knew there 
was still one application pending for Ogden. Both of these involve 
VHF allocations. Somewhat the same picture is shown for Idaho, 
Wyoming, and Nevada, the other States partially served by KSL-TV. 

In Idaho the Commission has allocated 14 VHF assignments, in- 
cluding 1 educational, and 13 UHF, including 1 educational, assign- 
ments. There have been eight applications for VHF assignments, 
none for UHF. 

Of the 8 VHF assignments, 3 stations are operating. In Wyoming 
there are 10 VHF assignments allocated, 1 educational and 17 UHF. 

There have been two applications, both have been granted, and I 
believe that both are now operating. In Nevada there are assign- 
ments for 14 VHF stations, 1 education, and 8 UHF, 1 educational. 
There are now single stations operating in Las Vegas oa Reno, one 
in each city. 

The other VHF assignments, 1 in Reno and 2 in Las Vegas are, 
according to the latest information available to me, involved in com- 
petitive hear ings. 

UHF will not provide wide area coverage required in intermoun- 
tain West. 

Nor does it seem to us that there is any merit to the proposal that 
all VHF frequencies be eliminated and that all television broadcast- 
ing be relegated to the UHF band. In fact, as we see it, such a de- 
velopment would be clearly contrary to the public interest in our 
area. 

In the first place it is necessary, in a market such as ours that a sta- 
tion be allowed to cover a fairly wide area in order to obtain adver- 
tising revenue sufficient to keep it on the air. 

Secondly, a UHF installation tailored to serve the same or even 
a smaller area would involve a prohibitive cost. Our studies indicate 
that to approach our present class B coverage of an approximate 
radius of 100 miles, utilizing power of 29.5 kilowatts from a trans- 
mitter altitude of 4,420 feet above average elevation of the surround- 
ing terrain, we would require 1,500 kilowatts of power on a UHF 
frequency to approach a similar radius from the same location. 

The equipment for such a UHF installation would cost approxi- 
mately three times that of the present KSL-TV installation. Operat- 
ing costs could be well in excess of three times our present costs. 

Third, we are advised by competent engineers that in the mountain- 
ous area served by KSL-TV there is little likelihood that such a DHF 
installation would serve the same area because of the mountainous 
terrain. There are some areas which do not consistently receive our 
VHF signal but it has been fortunate that in some cases knife-edge 
diffraction produces satisfactory reception behind mountains 10,000 
feet or higher. Engineers advise us that we would not be hkely to 
obtain such fortunate results on a UHF channel. 
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Fourth, the latest figures indicate that there are approximately 
163,000 television sets within the KSL-TV coverage area, but, we are 
informed by distributors, only about 30 of those ‘sets are vapable of 
receiving UHF signals without modification. As you know, modifi- 
cation requires internal additions or unsightly external tuners. All 
such receivers would require new antenna installations for optimum 
performance. 

We believe it is conservative to estimate that such modifications 
would average at least $40 per set. This would mean an expenditure 
of at least $6,520,000 for the receiver set owners in the KSL-TV 
service area 

To require this would approach a breach of trust to the set owners. 
It would result in less service to the residents of the area involved 
and would benefit only the limited group advocating such a move—if, 
indeed, it would benefit them. 

A reduction in maximum authorized power would deprive many 
intermountain residents of television service. 

We are also advised that the UHF operators have advocated a 
reduction in power and consequent limitation of coverage of VHF 
and UHF stations. Looked at from the viewpoint of the intermoun- 
tain area, no single proposal could be as unsound as that. If anything, 
the situation in the intermountain area required the opposite treat- 
ment. 

The only feasible method of providing television to isolated rural 
communities is through centrally located wide-coverage installations. 
Only VHF installations are presently capable of this within the 
market potentialities of the intermountain west. 

It is the experience of KSL-TV that this closely parallels the 
necessity for wide-coverage clear channel broadcasting stations to 
guarantee adequate service to sparsely settled areas and provide the 
backbone of the CONELRAD civil defense system. 

The goal this subcommittee does and should face is the goal of 
obtaining and maintaining the best possible coverage for the most 
people in the United States. We submit that this cannot be achieved 
by; (1) the elimination of intermixture of UHF and VHF in the same 
market, (2) by allocating all television stations in the UHF frequen- 
cies, or (3) limiting the coverage of VHF or UHF stations. 

We think that the type of station epitomized by KSL-T'V is the 
only hope for sparsely settled areas such as the intermountain west. 
We have pioneered; we have lost money for a longer period than any 
UHF station in existence, and so long as we handle properly our 
public trust—which is what the 6peration of a television or broad- 
casting station involves—we think we should be allowed to continue to 
operate in the only manner we believe is possible in our market. 

If operations of the type of KSL-TV are not allowed to continue 
in our region, the outlying areas will not be served by UHF or any 
other method. Since the Communications Act calls for a fair, 
efficient, and equitable distribution of service to the greatest number 
of people, those in the industry who are willing to install costly 
stations to serve thinly settled areas must be allowed to continue if 
the purpose of the Communications Act is to be achieved. 

Senator Scnorrren. Senator Hunt, do you have any further ques- 
tions? 
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Senator Hunt. I have no further questions. I would just like 
to say to the gentleman that I have been a listener of KLZ for 30 
years, and I am glad to have this opportunity to thank you for this 
splendid service you send into my home. 

Mr. Murpocn. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Thank you, Mr. Murdoch. You present a 
practical situation here that I am sure will be most helpful indeed 
to this committee. 

Mr. Murpocu. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator ScHorpre.. The next witness will be, as I understand, Mr. 
Wilson, who will present the statement of Mr. Lewis C. Tierney, who, 
by reason of circumstances beyond his control, was unable to be here. 
You may proceed. 

Then, I understand, that previous to your presenting Mr. Tierney’s 
statement, that Mr. Hulbert Taft, Jr., of Cincinnati, was asked to 
testify, but he will not be here. 

Mr. Prerson. I would like to take care of that at the conclusion 
of Mr. Wilson’s statement. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Very well. You may proceed, Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS C. TIERNEY, PRESIDENT, WCHS-TV, INC., 
AS PRESENTED BY THOMAS W. WILSON, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Witson. My name is Thomas W. Wilson, and I am an attorney, 
a member of the law firm of Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, of Wash- 
ington, D. C., and I have engaged in practice before the Federal 
Communications Commission. Our firm represents Mr. Lewis. C. 
Tierney, who was here yesterday, and who was unavoidably called 
away from Washington, and he regrets very much that he cannot be 
here to testify himself. 

[ will now present Mr. Tierney’s statement : 


lam Lewis C. Tierney. My principal business is that of radio broadcasting 
and, within the next month, this will also include television broadcasting. 


This, too, represents a practical situation that was covered in a 
broader way by Mr. Pierson’s testimony. 


Since December of 1949 I have engaged in the operation of radio station 
WCHS in Charleston, W. Va., which station is affiliated with the Columbia 
Broadcasting System. I am president of the Tierney Co., licensee of station 
WCHS, and, also, president of WCHS-TYV, Inc., permittee of television station 
WCHS-TV. 

We are presently engaged in the construction of a television station in 
Charleston, which will be operated in conjunction with station WCHS though 
the license will be held by a separate corporation. Our television station will 
operate on channel 8 with 316 kilowatts, and our plans contemplate that this 
station will be ready to commence commercial operations on approximately 
July 15. Our situation in Charleston is similar to that of approximately 75 
other potential television broadcasters throughout the country, each of whom 
is now in the process of constructing a VHF television station pursuant to 
governmental authority, at a cost of many hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
1 would estimate that the combined cost of these seventy-odd VHF television 
stations which are now in the process of construction would exceed $50 million. 

Several preceding witnesses have criticized the Federal Communications 
Commission’s expedited television processing procedure. In my opinion, the 
Commission is te be complimented for its foresightedness and progressive plan- 
ning in working out modifications of its legal procedures which have enabled 
applicants to avoid years of litigation before qualifying for the issuance of 
construction permits for television stations. 
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Our case is illustrative of how these Commission procedures work and of how 
the public and the industry have benefited thereby. 

Charleston, W. Va., is assigned one VHF frequency which is channel 8, and 
UHF channels 48 and 49, the former of which has been reserved for educational 
television use. 

The Tierney Co., the licensee of radio station WCHS, refiled for television 
channel 8 in Charleston on June 30, 1952. Within a span of several weeks 
thereafter, three other applicants also filed for this very same channel. 

Before the television freeze was lifted by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission on July 1, 1952, it published a list of the cities to which television 
frequencies had been assigned and giving the order in which applications would 
be processed. This list, also, indicated the order in which hearings would be 
held where hearings were necessary. Charleston was the 48th city in group 
A-2 which meant that under then existing procedure, we had no chance of 
qualifying for a television station construction permit for a matter of years, 
inasmuch as 4 applicants for 1 channel indicated the absolute necessity for a 
competitive hearing to be held before a construction permit could be issued by the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

We were, indeed, discouraged by the prospect of these years of delay. In one 
hearing which was held for a channel! assigned to Wichita, Kans., which was the 
sixth city on the Commission’s list, the proceeding commenced the early part of 
November 1952, and to date the examiner's initial decision has not yet been 
issued. 

We are advised that this case, which is not unusual, is still probably more 
than a year away from final decision and certainly much longer if it is appealed 
to the courts. 


Senator Scnorrret. [ hope that will not be the usual procedure. 
Mr. Wirson. I certainly join you. 

Senator Scuorrret. I have heard a lot about that one. 

Mr. Wixson (continuing) : 


Inasmuch as Charleston was the 48th city, we reasonably estimate that had 
we gone through a competitive hearing, this channel 8 could not have been placed 
into operation in Charleston for at least another 2 years and possibly longer. 

These considerations prompted us to consider seriously a plan of merger which 
was made possible by newly revised Commission procedures. The resulting 
merger which was effected made it possible for us to obtain a grant of our 
television construction permit on February 11, 1954. 

Going back a moment to relate the chronology of events leading up to the 
grant of our construction permit, in July of 1952 one of the applicants for 
channel 8 withdrew its application and amended to UHF channel 49, which 
application was later granted in March of the following year. 

As a result, Joe L. Smith, Jr., Inc., the owner of radio station WKNA in 
Charleston, was able to avoid a competitive hearing and to build his UHF station 
on channel 49. This station, which is now operating under the call letters of 
WKNA-TYV, commenced telecasting on October 12, 1953, and since that time has 
been the only operating television station in the Charleston area. 

Just prior to our merger, there was one other application on file for channel 8, 
the applicant being Capital Television, Inc. The agreement of merger which 
was executed on January 7, 1954, provided that a new corporation would be set 
up to be known as WCHS-TY, Inc., and that our company, the Tierney Co., 
would own 60 percent of this new corporation, and the remaining 40 percent 
would be owned by Capital Television, Inc. 

Immediately after receiving our construction permit, this past February, we 
undertook an ambitious program of construction which is now nearing com- 
pletion. WCHS—TV, Inc., is now in the process of completing the construction 
of WCHS-TYV, which will, when it is completed, have cost about $825,000. The 
greater portion of this $825,000 has already been expended. 

Our planning for this television construction program has extended back over 
the past 3 years and we expect that our television station will necessarily ex- 
perience operating losses for an indefinite period of time and possibly for as long 
as a year after operations commence. We are aware of the fact that it takes 
time to build any new business, and, more particularly, it takes time and is 
costly to educate the public in a new media. 

Charleston, which is the 59th market in the United States, is situated in the 
Western part of West Virginia, which is an extremely mountainous section of our 
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State. It is a generally accepted fact in the television business that UHF 
television coverage is more seriously restricted in mountainous areas such as 
ours than is VHF coverage. 

Consequently, we believe that it will be possible for our channel 8 station 
to cover areas within West Virginia which presently receive less than com- 
pletely satisfactory television service from existing facilities 

We are now experiencing a great amount of enthusiasm on the part of the 
public in the area which will receive service from our station and we receive 
numerous dail y inquiries as to when our station will be ready to commence 
program service 

It is our conviction that stations WCHS-TV and WKNA-—TYV can both enjoy 
prosperous operations in Charleston, but it is also our belief that the public 
will receive the greatest benefits when our television station commences opera- 
tions due to the fact that we will undoubtedly cover many areas now without 
dependable television service due to the mountainous terrain. 

Some of the witnesses who have previously appeared before this committee 
have recommended that an immediate freeze should be imposed upon the fur- 
ther construction of VHF television stations. 


I might depart from this statement for a moment to give you a 
citation. The transcript of this proceeding, at page 414, contains a 
statement by a previous witness, Mr. A. Roberts, and I believe that 
reference to that citation will show that Mr. Roberts in his testimony 
recommended that a freeze be imposed of some 90 to 180 days, effective 
upon all applicants and holders of construction permits who have 
not yet requested authority to conduct equipment tests. 

Briefly, to explain the significance of that, after a construction 
permit is issued by the Government and the station is constructed, 
it is yet necessary for the permittee to go to the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission and get authority to operate that station. That is 
necessary so that the Government can ascertain that the station has 
been built in accordance with the specifications of the construction 
permit, and Mr. Roberts recommended that where stations have been 
built or have been practically nearly completed, but that authoriza- 
tion has not been issued by the Government for testing and for pro- 
grams, that the freeze should be imposed on that category of stations. 


Other witnesses have recommended that all television stations should be 
moved into the UHF frequency range within a span of years. I wish to 
address myself to these two recommendations which have been presented to 
this honorable committee. 

There is no denying that should either one of these recommendations be 
effectuated, the result would be disastrous to us. We have legally binding con- 
tracts which commit us to the expenditure of the remainder of the $825,000 
which has not yet been spent. If a freeze were imposed, such action would 
not release us from our legally binding commitments which now exist. 

In fact, any such freeze would wrought grave hardships on our company 
and on the seventy-odd other VHF television stations which are now under 
construction, not to mention the disastrous effect it would have on the public 
which is now anxiously awaiting television service from these stations and, 
particularly, those members of the viewing public who are not able to obtain 
reliable television service from presently existing television facilities. 

It is our conviction that Charleston, W. Va., needs both UHF and VHF tele- 
vision stations in order to serve the public adequately and we are, indeed, for- 
tunate in having only two commercial frequencies assigned to our section, 
because we believe that the 59th market in the United States can support both 
stations quite successfully. 

Preceding witnesses before this committee who are operators of various UHF 
stations have pleaded hardship. I am confident that none of them could relate 
a story of any greater hardship than would be inflicted upon my company, 
should we not be permitted to proceed with our plans for early operations on 
channel 8. 

We applied for channel 8 in good faith and for a period of years have done 
everything within our power to make it possible for us to render a much needed 
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VHF television service to the Charleston, W. Va., area and to that end it has 
been necessary for us to obligate our corporation to the extent of the best part 
of a million dollars. 

In the final analysis, the public has the greatest stake in this controversy 
and the public interest, in our opinion, requires the fullest possible utilization 
of all VHF frequencies and certainly channel 8, which is the only VHF channel 
allocated to the capital of the State of West Virginia. 

There would certainly have to exist some overpowering reason directly re- 
lated to the public interest before serious consideration should be given to the 
imposition of a television freeze, and I urge that no such reason exists at this 
time. 

In its simplest form, this committee has heard testimony by a number of 
UHF television broadcasters who due to the interplay of a number of complex 
factors which cannot be cured by any action this ccmmittee might choose to 
take, have found themselves unable to stand the strain and solve the problems 
which confront every television station at the commencement of operations. 

In laying our plans during these past 3 years, we have made provision for 
the adequate financing of our operations during this initial period and we are 
confident that our planning has been sufficiently sound to permit us to emerge 
from this initial period of operations with a television station which will be 
able to provide a valuable public service to the viewers in our area and which 
will also prove to be a successful business. 

In conclusion, I wish to urge this committee to permit the growth of the 
television system which has been laid out by the Federal Communications 
Commission and I believe that it is much too early for anyone to cry “wolf” be- 
cause it will take a much longer period of time than has thus far elapsed for 
a sound television system ultimately to develop. 

I wish to express my appreciation for the courtesy of this Committee in 
permitting my company and me to have this opportunity to present our views 
on the very serious question of whether or not the thriving television industry 
which presently exists in this country shall be permitted to continue to grow 
and become an increasing important part of our industrial postwar expansion, 

Senator Scnorrret. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson. As you 
have indicated, this statement will be in the record, and it is most 
helpful. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you, Senator. ; 

Senator Scuorrret. I understood Mr. Pierson wanted to make a 
statement at this juncture. 

Mr. Pierson. As I stated earlier, Mr. Taft and Mr. Reinsch were 
to appear and make themselves available for questions with regard to 
their particular areas. They have been here all week, but in order to 
conserve the time of the subcommittee, we have decided to request that 
their statements be copied into the record, but I would like to have 
Mr. Taft and Mr. Reinsch introduce their statements personally. 

The subcommittee has had them for about 3 days now, and they 
would like to make themselves available for questions. 

Senator ScnHorrrer. Very well. 

Mr. Taft, will you please take the stand. 


STATEMENT OF HULBERT TAFT, JR., PRESIDENT, RADIO 
CINCINNATI, INC. 


Mr. Tarr. I am Hulbert Taft, Jr., and I am the president of Radio 
Cincinnati, Inc., which operates television station WKRC-TV 
channel 12 at Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Radio Cincinnati, Inc., owns 100 percent of WTVN, Inc., which 
operates television station WTVN on channel 6 at Columbus, Ohio. 

In order that the members of this committee may have the fullest 
background of facts in the current hearing on the ‘problem of UHF 
television, a reasonable perspective demands that full testimony cover- 
ing the early days of VHF operations be presented. 
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As an operator on the air in Cincinnati since April 1, 1949, I be 
lieve our experiences in the early years were typical of the industry 
at that time and may throw a truer light on the tribulations of the 
postfreeze operators. 2. 

It was not easy to make the decision to plunge into TV in 1947, 
when we filed our application for channel 11 in Cincinnati, Chan- 
nels were not hard to get. Two were available in our city, a third 
having been accepted by the Crosley Broadcasting Cone. Programs 
as we saw them in those days were not promising, sale of receivers 
was proceeding at a trickle and TV advertisers were all but un- 
heard of. 

Coming on top of some months of losses in FM and after investi- 
gations into the gloomy picture presented by those few TV stations 
actually operating, it was difficult to recommend to our board of 
directors that we enter TV. I remember that board meeting very 
well. It was on November 20, 1947. The directors, who had heard 
of numerous TV construction permits being relinquished, and who 
had read reports of the astronomical costs of TV operation were per- 
suaded with the greatest difficulty to give me authorization to file. 

In that meeting the director who was the largest stockholder in 
our parent company reckoned that we would have to expect to lose 
$2 million in television before getting into the black. It was on a 
basis of this expectation that the authorization was voted. 

Early operations were no picnic. Much of the gear we received 
was full of the bugs inherent in newly designed technical equipment. 
It seemed to me at that time that we could scarcely get through an 
hour on the air without that familiar sign or spoken phrase, “Just a 
minute, please; technical difficulties.” 

Simply, the equipment was too new and the personnel available 
too inexperienced in its operation to render a reasonably consistent 
service. One of the consolations was that when we went off the air, 
which we were <loing all the time, we lost very little revenue. There 
wasn’t any. Talent personnel and programs were what you could find 
by dredging around among the public institutions of the city, plus 
what could be adapted from radio, 

Network service was, of course, practically nonexistent, because 
there was no cable interconnection. But the worst aspect of our par- 
ticular operation was the fact, undiscovered until we had been on the 
air a few days, that practically none of the 12,000 receivers in the 
area could receive our signal. 

The difficulty then was twofold. In the first place, all the receiving 
antennas actually in the field at that time had been designed for the 
low band of the VHF, while our station on channel 11 operated on 
the high band. It took time, a lot of promotion with the servicemen 
and the development of improved receiving antennas, to attain even 
an approximation of the receiving-end efficiency of our low-band com- 
petitor. As our chief engineer used to say, “You can hang your ears 
out of the window and get channel 4.” 

Channel 11 was a far more difficult matter. Our own engineers 
made literally thousands of calls upon homes and tried every trick 
in the trade to keep complaining viewers happy with our signal. 
Their success was painfully gradual and is not even now complete, in 
spite of a tenfold increase in transmitter power. This is the very 
sort of difficulty now being experienced in the UHF. 
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A second difficulty with our signal occurred when channel 7 came 
on the air in July 1949. It created what the engineers called oscillator 
radiation. This occurred when 2 stations, 4 channels apart in the 
high band, operated in the same city. It meant that when a receiver 
in our area was tuned to channel 7, that receiver was likely to become 
a miniature transmitter, which sent out interfering signals on the 
fundamental frequency of channel 11. 

In an apartment building, for instance, one receiver tuned to chan- 
nel 7 could prevent a dozen others in the building, and even in a 
whole block, from receiving channel 11. This was a heartbreaking 
thing to cope with, particularly because there was nothing we could 
do about it. We had to wait for new standards set up by RETMA 
affecting the intermediate frequencies used in receivers, and eventually 
for a shift in channels from 11 to 12, which occurred with the new 
allocation. 

During these early years, even after the cable to Cincinnati was 
completed, we had difficulty in obtaining program ratings on the top 
CBS shows which came up to half the national averages. 

This problem was caused almost entirely by faulty design of TV 
receivers, Which is the same difficulty causing much of the concern 
of UHF operators today. 

About this time my morale was not improved by a meeting I had 
in downtown Cincinnati with one of the veteran radio broadcasters 
in our area, who had declined to go into television. “Boy, how does 
it feel to be a pioneer,” he said, with the aggravating smug chuckle 
of one who is going to let the other fellow do the pioneering. “How 
much did you lose last week ?” 

It wasn’t funny. The week before I had received a kit put out 
with the best of intentions by one of the trade magazines for the use 
of television operators. The kit contained an inventory in miniature 
of various items. JI remember the bottle of red ink, a small package of 
bromo seltzer, aspirin, a roll of scotch tape to hold the station together 
and finally a revolver to use as you saw fit. 

Although we did not lose $2 million, in the almost 2 years of TV 
operations from April 1, 1949, to February 1951, we had an en 
loss of $518,448.97. This included depreciation. Our cash loss was 

$397.266.82. This loss I believe to have been very moderate in the 
industry. 

I know personally of several stations in the major markets which 
lost 2, 3, and 4 times that amount before rounding the corner into 
black ink. And, of course, there are numerous VHF stations, includ- 
ing our own in Columbus, which are still losing after 5, 6, and more 
years on the air. 

Nor was there any assurance at that time that TV would ever be 
profitable. In fact, the Phonevision people and some others bom- 
barded us with facts which proved conclusively that there was not 
enough advertising money in the country to support TV. Their 
arguments were de pressingly impressive. 

T would be willing to wage that, with a handful of exceptions, no 
prefreeze television station lost less than the greatest loser among the 
postfreeze U HF operators. 

In addition to operating losses, of course, we have had to spend 
considerable sums to date in improvements and additions to technical 
equipment and facilities as we have improved our operations and 
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increased our power toward the limit allowed by the FCC. In this 
field, we have invested in the period from our date on the air to the 
present time $274,732.91 in addition to our original cost of getting 
on the air. 

Nor are we by any means through with capital investments. We 
now have a contract with General Electric to supply additional trans 
mitter facilities at a cost of $146,050 and calculate that conversion to 
color will in the near future cost in excess of $200,000 more. These 
figures also, I believe, to be moderate in the industry. 

Television is inherently a blue-chip business, even in the smaller 
markets, and I believe a failure to realize this fact is at the basis 
of much of the woe among the present day UHF operators. A lot 
of them evidently have forgotten the anguish and staggering losses 
of the early days in TV. A lot of them, seeing only the developed 
product and hearing of large earnings on the part of a few, seemed 
to have sailed into the business financially and psychologically unpre- 
pared for the facts of life. 

There has obviously been a lot of bad business judgment and a lot of 
thin financing in the business. And there have been presented some 
extremely half-baked solutions to the obvious and real difficulties of 
the UHF. 

One of the suggested solutions: Let’s all move to the UHF now. 
This, and variations of this solution completely ignore the real owner 
of all television channels—the public. There are 490,000 VHF re 
ceivers in the Cincinnati area, almost all of them unconverted for 
reception on the UHF. The cost to the public of conversion would be 
enormously burdensome and would certainly result in a justified 
public howl if such conversions were suddenly necessary. Moreover, 
and even more importantly, there would suddenly be large gaps where 
there is now solid service. I can imagine no greater disservice to 
the general public than to deprive thousands, even millions, of people 
of TV service, when they have been enjoying such service over a 
period of years. This would be true in large sections around the 
fringes of present service areas if UHF were now to supplement VHF. 

Well, then, someone suggests, let’s compel the VHF operators to 
duplicate their equipment with UHF equipment and to transmit both 
VHF and UHF for a period of 5 to 10 years, after which they would 
close down the VHF. This variation of the first solution seems to 
me just as preposterous. 

Assuming that there is reasonable VHF coverage now, few fami- 
lies would convert their VHF receivers until the week or day before 
the deadline. At least they would be no more likely to convert imme 
diately than they are now. Meanwhile, the UHF operator’s prob- 
lem would remain unchanged, and he would have sufficient time to 
go just as broke as without this solution. 

Proposals to reduce the coverage of VHF stations in order to equal- 
ize them with UHF seem to me just as unthinkable for the same 
reason. If you try to deprive the public of a service it has enjoyed 
for a period of years, you are in for real trouble. 

Likewise, it seems very late in the game to attempt a reallocation of 
channels so as to eliminate intermixture of VHF and UHF. There 
is certainly a question as to whether it can be done and still provide a 
truly national competitive TV service. Intermixture was probably 
a mistake in the first place, but, practically speaking, I do not see how 
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it ean be changed now without enormous dislocations both at the 
operating level and with the public. 

As for another freeze, this time affecting VHF only, the same public 
considerations should weigh, along with those of the benighted would- 
be operators who have gone through the agonies and expense of com- 
petitive hearings. ‘There are many areas, now unserved, where keenly 
anticipated VHF operations are soon to begin. If the people in these 
areas are now asked to wait out another freeze, I can only imagine 
their reactions. We have already had our experience with freezes. 

The above remarks, of course, are not intended to create the im- 

pression that the UHF operators do not have a serious technical and 
economic problem. They do. And with the troubles we had in VHF, 
I believe I am in a good position to sympathize with them. But it 
seems to me that the solution does not lie in downgrading VHF serv- 
ice. Rather, it lies in upgrading the UHF, just as we had to upgrade 
our service. 

Obviously, if the UHF signal were reasonably comparable with the 
VHF, none of us would be here today. But it should be pointed out 
and emphasized that TV service from one band of frequencies to 
another will never be identical. 

The low band is still easier to receive than the high band in the VHF, 
and the low end of the UHF will undoubtedly be far superior to the 
high end of the UHF. In fact, though I am not an engineer, I think 
it quite possible that from a technical viewpoint the ratio of unde- 
sirability between channels 13. the highest VHF, and 14, the lowest 
UHF, is no greater than that between channel 14 and channel 83 at 
the top of the band. 

The problem then is to upgrade the UHF insofar as possible. Until 
now, UHF transmitters of relatively low power only have been avail- 
able, whereas the Commission anticipated that UHF would require 
effective radiated power in the order of a million watts to make it 
reasonably competitive with the 316,090 watts of the high band VHF 
and the 100,000 watts of the low band VHF. 

Although this is technical fact, obviously a lot of UHF operators 
went into the game with two strikes against them, using low power and 
therefore relatively low-cost transmitters. This has proved the worst 
possible place to save money. 

I have no doubt that if there were sufficient demand for 50-kilowatt 
UHF transmitters, such transmitters would be put on the market 
within a reasonable time. The cost of such a transmitter should not 
be much more than that of the 50-kilowatt VHF transmitter which 
we have on order 

Such a transmitter, with the higher gain antenna possible in the 
UHF, would produce the required million watts. If the UHF oper- 
ators need economic salvation, would it not be possible to work out 
classes of stations, providing that no less than full power be used 
where UHF must compete with VHF, and at the same time permitting 
lower powers in smaller and more remote markets ? 

Such an arrangement is not new in the radio field, where we have 
various classes of stations, operating with various orders of power. 
Most of the radio operators seem to be reasonably happy under this 
system. And, in fact the trend in radio today seems to be running in 
favor of the local operator who covers his market from within, as 
opposed to the big fellow who attempts to cover it from without. 
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The UHF receiver problem is one on which there seems to be 
some degree of agreement on all sides of the current controversy. 
But the receiver problem is not only one of producing or equipping 
VHF with UHF tuners. The problem is also one of quality. The 
UHF “front end” of these receivers has proved relatively insensitive 
and noisy. High quality receivers can be manufactured at these fre- 
quencies, as witness radar equipment, but the problem of marketing 
such quality in mass is also obviously economic. High quality equip- 
ment 1s expensive. 

I understand that the chairman of this committee, along with 
some others, has already attempted to obtain tax relief for those who 
manufacture UHF receivers and tuners. If there is still any possi- 
bility of such relief, would it not make more sense to upgrade quality 
along this line by providing tax exemption only for those UHF re- 
ceivers which comply with a set of standards, drawn up perhaps by 
RETMA and approved by the engineering staff of the FCC? 

These solutions will undoubtedly take time. In order to ease the 
road of those in UHF who have turned back their frequencies or those 
who have held up ¢ wo more tion, could these operators not be given rea- 
sonable time extensions in which to await improvements in equip- 
ment ¢ 

It is not with the idea of perpetuating any monopoly in television 
that I am here to testify today. If additional VHF channels can be 
found by the Commission or anyone else, I could and would have no 
objection to the assignment of one, or a dozen, additional frequencies 
to my own city. There is certainly a limit to how many stations a 
market will support, but undoubtedly the theory should be that there 
will be sufficient channels to permit those to go broke who wish to. 

However, I am here to protest any destruction or crippling of the 
service it has cost us 5 years and so much sweat and money to create 
and upon which the public has come to depend. 

As Mr. Pierson has said, the subcommittee has run a little late, and 
I know you want to conclude this week. 

Senator Scuorrren. I might say that if we do not conclude this 
week a matter of such great importance as this, I am sure that the 
chairman of this subeommittee will find some time. 

Mr. Tarr. I am sure he will, Senator, and yet there is a great deal 
more testimony to put in, and I will be glad to answer any questions 
that you have. Therefore, I will make myself available for questions, 
if vou have them. 

Senator ScHorrret. Thank you, Mr. Taft. 

Mr. Prerson. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to make sure that Mr. Taft’s 
statement was in as though read. 

Senator ScHorpren. Yes, sir, it will not be in fine print, either. 

Mr. Pierson. Next we have Mr. Reinsch. 


STATEMENT OF J. LEONARD REINSCH, MANAGING DIRECTOR OF 
THE JAMES M. COX STATIONS 


Mr. Reryscn. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. Leonard Reinsch. 1 
hold the position of managing director of the James M. Cox stations, 
including television stations WSB-TV, Atlanta, Ga., and WHIO-TV, 
Dayton, Ohio, which stations have been operating since September 
1948, and January 1949, respectively. My present association with 
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these stations extends from November 11, 1934, and I have been asso- 
ciated with the broadcast industry in various positions for the past 
oU years. 

Various proposals have been presented to this committee which, 
in my judgment, are designed to serve the private interests of a few, 
without proper and sufficient regard to the welfare of the American 
broadcasting industry and the public interest of the millions of peo- 
ple who have invested in television receivers. 

These proposals, in part, seek to jeopardize the very large invest- 
ment in television transmitting and receiving equipment and they 
ignore the tremendous expenditures of time, money and energy of 
those who dared to pioneer the television industry in this country. 

Further, insofar as they would attempt to limit the ownership of 
television stations and to discriminate against ownership and opera- 
tion by persons engaged in certain other business activities, these pro- 
posi ils would constitute an extension of monopoly and antitrust regu- 
lation far beyond that ever considered by the Congress or any depart- 
ment of this Government. 

Finally, they contemplate, by virtue of possible legislation or new 
agency regulation, the institution of rigid controls which are the anti- 
thesis of a free interplay of economic forces and which would, with- 
out regard to fair competition, foresight, enterprise, good manage- 
ment, and sound business judgment, attempt to guarantee economic 
equality for all television stations, 

It is respectfully submitted that those who have appeared here 
seeking drastic revisions and pronounced changes in the current struc- 
ture of television broadcasting are not of the hardy breed and stamina 
of those who expended millions of dollars in money and great effort 
to actually launch and pioneer what is probably the fastest growing 
industry this country has ever known. 

Stations WSB-TV and WHIO-TY were constructed at an initial 
cost in excess of $1,250,000. Several additional hundred thousand 
dollars were invested in equipment and plant improvements prior 
to the time that either of these stations experienced their first profit- 
able operation. 

Initially, there was no network service available to either of these 
stations and, even following the advent of network service, there 
was a substantial period during which such service was limited. 

In those days, as distinguished from the present time, there was 
no abundant supply of syndicated film product. In the earlier days 
there was, of course, only limited set circulation and we expended 
considerable money and energy in promoting this new medium. 

We experienced very considerable difficulties with our transmitting 
equipment and the early VHF receivers most certainly were not as 
= able and capable of excellent reception as those manufactured 

«day. These technical difficulties during those early days were cer- 
t sinlky comparable to the problems mentioned by the persons who are 
commencing UHF operations during 1953 and 1954 

As a consequence of these early difficulties, the capital investment 
for stations WSB-TV and WHIO-TYV, plus operating losses prior 
to 1951, exceeded $2 million. 

There has been presented to this committee the statement of the 
principal owner of the company which received a construction permit 
for UHF television station WIFE in Dayton, 
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That statement, in my jugdment, did not present the complete story 
of the demise of the UHF station in Dayton. It is respectfully sub- 
mitted that all of the facts are essential to a considered and informed 
decision by this committee. 

Further, it is believed that the merits of the proposals advanced on 
behalf of this particular UHF station must be considered in the light 
of all the factors which contributed to the establishment and the 

ssation of operation of station WIFE. 

Dayton is served by two established VHF television stations. In 
addition, Dayton and the surrounding territory comprising a metro- 
polit: in market is substanti: ally served by three VHF stations operating 
at Cincinnati, Ohio. There was no compulsion, of course, which re 
qui ired any person to undertake the establishment of an additional 
television service in this area which possessed nearly complete satura 
tion of VHF receiving sets. 

The existence of these multiple services, plus the facts of the Com- 
mission’s rules relating to maximum power and antenna height, which 
rules have not been modified since 1952, were known at the time ap 
plication was made fer the UHF facility at Dayton. 
~ It would have to have been recognized by any prudent person that 
the establishment of a successful UHF station in this market would 
require, over an extended period of time, substantial outlays of capl- 
tal, extensive promotion and the best management available. 

Previous reference has been made to the early experiences of stations 
WSB-TV and WHIO-TV. Particularizing briefly with respect to 
Dayton, application was made for station WHIO-TV in November 
1947, 

No other applicant appeared who was willing to assume the then 
obvious and very substantial risk of a VHF television operation; ac 
cordingly, a permit for station WHIO was granted in February 1948. 

It could be noted that, at ap proximately the time the W HiO-TV 
application was granted, the principals in the more recent UHF opera 
tion were making application for an aural broadcast station in Dayton. 

Approximately $660,000 was invested in equipment, buildings, and 
land prior to the time that WHIO-TV commenced operation in Jan- 
uary of 1949. More than a million dollars had been invested in this 
television station by September 1950, when the first profits were 
realized. 

Prior to that time, increasing revenues had been immediately plowed 
back into additional programs in an effort to develop the widest pos- 
sible set circulation. The cable necessary to provide network service 
to Dayton was not available until Se ptember 1949; but, even so, station 
WHIO-TV was operated at a loss for an additional 12 months follow- 
ing that date. 

Listed among the alleged reasons for the inability of station WIFE 
to compete in the Dayton market is the claim that that station was 
unable to compete with the established VHF stations in the market 
in the purchase of quality film. 

Reference to the program schedule of station WHIO-TV for the 
week of May 16 through 22, 1954, inclusive, indicates that 30 hours and 
8 minutes of film programing were offered. 

It is logical to assume that a substantially similar amount of film 
programing was presented by the other operation VHF station in 
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Dayton. A partial tabulation of the film product available for tele- 
vision produces the following results: 

(1) Thirty-one distributors with 2,132 features. 

(2) Thirty-one distributors with 713 westerns. 

(3) Thirty-five distributors with 121 different series of half-hour 
syndicated programs, many with 52 in a series. 

This list does not include the thousands of shorts, serials, cartoons, 
and films that are now available. Further, in the syndicated field, 
there are as many quarter-hour shows as there are the half-hour films 
which are included in the above tabulation. 

It is submitted that these facts require the obvious conclusion that, 
if station WIFE had made any serious effort, there was ample quality 
film available for top programing to attract viewers. 

The statement presented on behalf of station WIFE referred to the 
affiliation of WHIO-TV with CBS, ABC, and Du Mont networks and 
alleged that there was little or no network programing available for 
station WIFE. 

During the week of March 14 to March 20, 1954, inclusive, there 
was presented on station WHIO-TV 69 hours ‘and 30 minutes of net- 
work service. 

There was available from the ABC network 25 hours of program- 
ing not carried on station WHIO-TV. ‘There was also 19 hours and 
35 minutes of network programing available from the Du Mont net- 
work which was not presented over station WHIO-TV; likewise, 
there was 12 hours and 45 minutes of CBS programs which were not 
carried by WHIO-T\ 

In summary, WHIO-TY did not carry a total of 57 hours and 20 
minutes of the network programing available from the three listed 
networks. 

As a comparison, station WHIO-TV, during its first month of 
operation, had a total of 7144 hours of total network commercial 
programing. 

It is not possible, of course, to dictate to network, national spot, 
and local advertisers where and when they expend their advertising 
budgets, but the advertising dollars essential to a meritorious broad- 
cast operation follow the development of a substantial audience. 

That audience cannot be made available by legislation or agency 
regulation, but it must be earned by the development of quality pro- 
graming. 

The WIFE statement contends that it was denied such features as 
the University of Dayton basketball games. Reproduced here as 
appendix 1 is a copy of a letter directed to the U niversity of Dayton 
to the general manager of station WHIO, which letter is substantially 
that sent to all television stations in Dayton, which letter reflects that 
the University of Dayton basketball games were available to the 
highest bidder. 

Station WIFE did not submit a bid and, accordingly, it cannot be 
properly said that that station was denied the opportunity to telecast 
these sporting events. 

It is further contended, on behalf of station WIFE, that the estab- 
lished VHF stations were in a position to outbid that UHF fac ility 
for programing talent, features, and manpower. Station WHIO-TV 
hired no new talent during the period when the UHF station was in 
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operation, so it is impossible that WHIO-TV was outbidding the 
UHF station for the services of such personnel. 

The failure of the channel 22 facility to become established in 
Dayton is also partly attributable, in my julien, to a lack of promo 
tion and enterprise on behalf of the permittee of that facility. It is not 
believed that the efforts of station WIFE in this direction are com 
parable to the expenditures and endeavors of the majority of the 
early VHF operators. 

When stations WHIO-TV took the air on channel 13 in 1949, very 
considerable difficulty was experienced in getting the receivers ad 
justed and antennas properly located. To meet this problem, nu 
merous meetings were held with distributors and retailers, and 
station WHIO-TV engineers were frequentiy sent into the field for 
the purpose of making adjustments. 

The difficulties which beset the channel 22 operation in Dayton 
are also believed to have resulted, in part, from a lack of proper 
planning in placing the station in operation. 

There were repeated delays in the commencement of operation fol 
lowing the public announcement of the opening dates, which post 
ponements very likely contributed to the loss of interest on the part 
of the public, as well as the receiver distributors and dealers. 

Summarizing briefly the UHF experience in Dayton, the princi- 
pal problems confronting a prospective UHF operator were obvious 
when application was made to the Federal Communications Com 
mission. 

Nevertheless, the UHF permittee in Dayton has been unwilling 
or unable to underwrite the necessary expenditures which appeared 
obvious to successful competition with established operations. Cer 
tainly, the capital outlays and losses by the permittee of station WIFE 
are not comparable to those experienced by the pioneers of VHF op 
erations in this market. 

As a part of the argument that the current UHF difficulties are 
attributable to the multiple ownership of television stations and the 
ownership thereof by newspaper interests, it has been alleged that 
such multiple ownership and newspaper-owned stations have now 
shown a proper recognition of their public-service responsibilities 

One such specific argument was directed to the programing of 
station WHIO-TV in Dayton. The programing record of our sta 
tions, both radio and television, had been reviewed by the Federal 
Communications Commission periodically over many years and these 
operations have continually been found to be in the public interest. 

On one occasion, when a substantial number of television stations 
were placed on a temporary license because of their failure to present 
certain types of programs, the Commission publicly complimented 
stations WSB-TV and WHIO-TV for their attention to public 
service programing. 

Our stations have received national recognition for outstanding 
public service and we feel that these stations are recognized for their 
readiness to serve community interests. 

We will not attempt to burden this record with details of our pro 
graming record, but our stations’ files are loaded with voluntary let 
ters of heartfelt appreciation relative to our community service pro 
graming. Just to cite one example, however, in Dayton, station 
WHIO-TV has canceled an entire evening’s schedule, including com 
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mercial spot announcements, to promote the local Infantile Paralysis 
drive. 

Proposals have been advanced before this committee for the adop- 
tion of legislative prescriptions directed against the ownership of 
television stations by newspaper interests, and, also, against the own- 
ership of more than one station by any single individual or entity. 

In considering these proposals, the committee should keep in mind 
that these groups, in principal part, contributed the vast capital and 
sustained the substantial losses which were necessary to promote this 
relatively new industry. 

anaes as a stringent limitation is sought on the number of stations 

vned by one entity, any such regulation or restriction would be an 
extension 1 of monopoly and antitrust regulation far beyond that auth- 
orized by laws enacted by this Congress. 

The courts of this country have consistently refused to consider 
bigness or size along as a per se violation of the antitrust statutes. 
It is ridic sia to allege that the common ownership of 2, 3, 4, or even 
5 television stations in widely scattered markets constitutes a monop- 
oly in this highly competitive field. 

Finally, the matter of discrimination against the newspaper owner- 
ship of broadcast stations was considered by the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the 81st Congress. S. 1973 
included a specific provision providing in pertinent part that: 

The Commission shall make or promu'gate no rule or regulation of substance 
ry procedure, the purpose or result of which is to effect a discrimination between 
persons based upon race, religious, or political affiliation or kind of lawful occu- 
pation or business association. 

That proposed legislation was dropped, according to the committee 
report, because of the strong denial of discrimination made by the 
Commission and because it was recognized that any such discrimina- 
tion on the part of the Commission was of questionable constitutional 
validity. 

Similar provisions directed against discrimination against news- 
paper ownership were included in S. 658 in the 82d Congress. This 
so-called newspaper agreement was dropped from the Communica- 
tions Act amendments, 1952, with the following explanation from 
the conference report : 

The Senate bill contained no such provision, and the provision is not included 
in the conference substitute. This provision was omitted from the conference 
substitute because the committee of conference felt that it was unnecessary. 
It is the view of the conference committee that under the present law the Com- 
mission is not authorized to make or promulgate any rule or regulation the 
effect of which would be to discriminate against any person because such person 
has an interest in, or association with, a newspaper or other medium for gather- 
ing and disseminating information. Also the Commission could not arbitrarily 
deny any application because of any such interest or association. 

It is respect fully submitted that no probative reasons have been ad- 
vanced in these proceedings which should disturb the consistent con- 
gressional expressions opposing the discriminations against news- 
papers in the ownership of broadcast stations. 

The problems confronting the UHF stations today are substantially 
those we met and overcame in the pioneer VHF operations. In this 
proceeding, however, proposals are advanced by only a small percent- 
age of UHF stations to serve the private interests of a particular 
segment of the industry and to the detriment of the majority of sta- 
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tion operators and the public who have invested approximately a 
billion dollars in television receivers and antennas. 

I believe the conclusion is obvious that more industry and self-help 
should be required prior to any serious consideration of the principal 
proposals which have been advanced here. 

I sincerely suggest that these proposals are found lacking in merit 
when judged by considerations of the overall needs of the television 
industry and the public. 

( Appendix A, referred to previously, is as follows :) 


APPENDIX A 


UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON, 
Dayton 9, Ohio, July 18, 1958. 
Mr. Rospert Moopy, 
Radio Station WHIO, Dayton, Ohio. 


Dear Mr. Moopy: This letter is being sent in order to draw your attention 
to some decisions of the athletic board of the university in regard to radio and 
television coverage of intercollegiate football and basketball games during the 
1953-54 respective seasons. The home football games are available to radio 
stations only for $1,000 for the season. This rate is not divisible—and does not 
apply to non-Dayton stations. Radio stations are invited to cover the 16 home 
basketball games, and the charge is $1,600 for the season or any part thereof. 
Television coverage, if any, of the home:baskethall games is to be limited to four 
games, With the choice of games to be determined by the station concerned. 
Television rights to four basketball games is hereby offered to the highest bidder. 
No single game coverage is available. Written bids may be submitted at any 
time until noon of Friday, August 14. The highest bidder will then be awarded 
the games and no further negotiations would be possible. This rule is necessary 
in view of the fact that only one station can be accommodated. All bids are 
to be made with the acceptance of the following conditions: 

(1) The space available for television camera(s) is limited to the platform 
already erected in the fieldhouse for television purposes, viz., the platform 
suspended from the rafters on the north side of the fieldhouse. 

(2) The university reserves the right to reject all bids. 

The university follows the policy of not granting any publicity channel exclu 
sive rights. In the case of television for basketball games, space limitations 
oblige us to reach some method of dealing with one station, while giving other 
stations equal consideration. 

\ copy of the 1953-54 basketball schedule is enclosed, so that bids may be 
accompanied by an indication of the games preferred. Correspondence on this 
subject should be directed to the undersigned. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rey. CHARLES L. Coins, S. M., 
Chairman, Athletic Board. 


Mr. Rernscu. I will be glad to cooperate with you in answering 
any questions that I may. 

Senator Scnorrret. Thank you very much, sir. Let the record show 
that your statement will appear in its ceiiiters as if you had testified, 
too, 

Mr. Reryscn. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Scnorrren. I do appreciate you gentlemen making your- 
selves available for further questioning. 

I might say that when we get down and search this record, as I 
am sure that we will, there may be some questions that may come up 
that we will call on somebody to answer. 

Mr. Retnscu. I spend quite a bit of time in Washington, so I will 
be glad to answer them. 

Senator Scnorrret. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Prerson. As I stated earlier, we had about 65 people who are 
interested in testifying. We have requested them to reduce their 
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statements to writing. They typify stations from one end of the 
country to the other, and they state in there the effect that the proposal 
would have upon them and the communities they serve. 

We have submitted those statements to the subcommittee some time 
ago. I have attached to the statements an index of the stations that 
have made the statements, and their particular status, whether an 
applicant or a permittee, or a station operator. 

I would ask that those statements be incorporated into the record 
as though read in the order in which they have been furnished to the 
subcommittee. 

Senator Scuorrre.r. And you have given them to the subcommittee 
in the order in which you desire them to appear as is shown on the 
index sheet? 

Mr. Pierson. That is correct. sir. 

Senator Scnorrre.. Let the record show that they will become a 
part of the record in that order. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENTS 


The Television Corporation, Station WABT, operator, channel 13, Birmingham, 
Ala. 

The Mobile Television Corp., applicant, channel 5, Mobile, Ala. 

South Arkansas Telivision Co., Inc., permittee, channel 10, Eldorado, Ark. 

Kern County Broadcasters, station KERO-TYV, operator, channel 10, Bakersfield, 
Calif 

California Inland Broadcasting Co., applicant, channel 12, Fresno, Calif. 

Sacramento Telecasters, Inc., applicant, channel 10, Sacramento, Calif. 

Standard Radio & Television Co., station KQXI, permittee, channel 11, San Jose, 
Calif. 

Santa Barbara Broadcasting & Television Co., station KEY-—T, operator, channel 
3, Stockton, Calif 

Television Diablo, Inc., station KHOF, permittee, channel 13, Stockton, Calif. 

Western Slope Broadcasting Co., Inc., station KFXJ-TV, operator, channel 5, 
Grand Junction, Colo. 

The Elm City Broadcasting Corp., station WNHC-—TYV, operator, channel 8, New 
Haven, Conn. 

North Dade Video, Inc., applicant, channel 10, Miami, Fla. 

WEAT-TY, Inc., permittee, channel 12, West Palm Beach, Fla. 

Crosley Broadcasting Corp., station WIW-—A, operator, channel 11, Atlanta, Ga. 

Southeastern Broadcasting Co., station WMAZ-TYV, operator, channel 13, Macon, 
Ga. 

Idaho Radio Corp., station KID-TV, operator, channel 3, Idaho Fall, Idaho 

Rock Island Broadcasting Co., station WHBF-T'V, operator, channel 4, Rock 
Island, Ill 

Central Broadcasting Co., station WOC-TV, operator, channel 6, Davenport, 
lowa 

Hutchinson TY, Inc., station KTVH, operator, channel 12, Hutchinson, Kans. 

The Radio Station KFH Co., applicant, channel 8, Witchita, Kans. 

WAVHE Inc., station WAVE-TYV, operator, channel 3, Louisville, Ky. 

Calcasieu Broadcasting Co., permittee, channel 7, Lake Charles, La. 

WDSU Broadcasting Corp., station WDSU-TV, operator, channel 6, New Or- 
leans, La. 

K TBS, Inc., applicant, channel 3, Shreveport, La. 

Westinghouse Broadcasting Co., Inc., station WBZ-TV, operator, channel 4, 
Boston, Mass. 

Fetzer Broadcasting Co., station WKZO-TY, operator, channel 3, Kalamazoo, 
Mich. 

VJIM, Inc., station WJIM-~—lI'V, operator, channel 6, Lansing, Mich. 

Peninsula Television, Inc., permittee, channel 6, Marquette, Mich. 

Triad Television Corp., applicant, channel 10, Parma, Mich. 

Midwest Radio-Television, Inc., station WCCO-TY, operator, channel 4, Minne- 
apolis-St. Paul, Minn 
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KSTP, Inc., station KSTP-TV, operator, channel 5, St. Paul-Minneapolis, Minn 

Standard Life Broadcasting Co., Inc., station WSLI-TV, operator, channel 12, 
Jackson, Miss. 

Fetzer Broadcasting Co., station KOLN-TYV, operator, channel 12, Lincoln, Nebr. 

Station KSWS-TY, operator, channel 8, Roswell, N. Mex 

Clark Associates, Ine., station WNBF-TV, operator, channel 12, Binghamton, 
N. ¥ 

WBEN, Inc., station WBEN-TYV, operator, channel 4, Buffalo, N. Y. 

WGR Corp., permittee, channel 2, Buffalo, N. Y. 

General Electric Co., station WRGB (TV), operator, chanrel 6, Schenectady, 
ie Ee 

Skyway Broadcasting Co., station WLOS-—TV, permittee, channel 13, Asheville, 
N. C 

Capitol Broadcasting Co., Inc., applicant, channel 5, Raleigh, N. C. 

Durham Broadcasting Enterprises, permittee, channel 11, Durham, N. C. 

W DAY, Ine., station WDAY-TYV, operator, channel 6, Fargo, N. Dak. 

Crosley Broadcasting Corp., station WLW-T, operator, channel 5, Cincinnati, 
Ohio 

Crosley Broadcasting Corp., station WLW-C, operator, channel 4, Columbus, 
Ohio 

Crosley Broadcasting Corp., station WLW-D, operator, channel 2, Dayton, Ohio 

lulsa Broadcasting Co., station KTVX, permittee, channel 8, Muskogee, Okla 

WKY Radiophone Co., station WKY-T'V, operator, channel 4, Oklahoma City, 
Okla. 

Oklahoma Television Corp., station KW-TYV, operator, channel 9, Oklahoma City, 
Okla 

Irwin Community Television Co., applicant, channel 4, Irwin, Pa. 

W.JAC, Inc., station WJAC-TYV, operator, channel 6, Johnstown, Pa. 

Allegheny Broadcasting Corp., applicant, channel 4, McKeesport, Pa. 

WCAU, Inc., station WCAU-TYV, operator, channel] 10, Philadelphia, Pa 

Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., station WPTZ, operator, channel 3, Phila- 
delphia, Pa. 

WCSC, Ine., station WCSC-TYV, operator, channel 5, Charleston, §. C. 

Carolina Broadcasting System, Inc., station WNCT, operator, channel 9, Green- 
vile, S. C. 

Mountain City Television, Inc., applicant, channel 3, Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Carter Publications, Inc., station WBAP-TV, operator, channel 5, Fort Worth, 
Tex. 

Harbenito Broadcasting Co., Inc., station KGBT-TV, operator, channel 4, Har- 
lingen, Tex. 

Wichita Falls Television, Inc., station KWEFT-—TV, operator, channel 6, Wichita 
Falls, Tex, 

Fisher’s Blend Station, Inc., station KOMO-TV, operator, channel 4, Seattle, 
Wash. 

Louis Wasmer, permittee, channel 2, Spokane, Wash. 

WSAZ, Inc., station WSAZ-TYV, operator, channel 3, Huntington, W. Va. 

WKBH Television, Inc., permittee, channel 8, La Crosse, Wis. 

Badger Television Co., Inc., applicant, channel 3, Madison, Wis. 

Cream City Broadcasting Co., applicant, channel 6, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Midcontinent Broadcasting Co., operator, channel 11, Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 


THE TELEVISION CorP., STATION WABT, BrrMINGHAM, ALA., OPERATOR OF 
CHANNEL 13 


Channels allocated to community : 6, 10,’ 13, 42, 48. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 6, 13. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 10. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 48. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY P. JOHNSTON, PRESIDENT OF THE TELEVISION CorpP. 


My name is Henry P. Johnston. I am the president and managing director of 
the Television Corp., licensee of radio station WAPI, FM station WAFM, and 
television station WABT, all in Birmingham, Ala. 
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The purpose of my statement is to point up to the subcommittee the particular 
television situation which exists in Birmingham, Ala., and the difficulties which 
would exist in our community—and undoubtedly in many others—if there is 
an attempt by the Congress to solve the problems of UHF on a nationwide basis. 
In other words, what I want to suggest is that the problems of UHF in the 
crowded East and Midwest portion of the country, which have been pointed up 
by previous witnesses, are not necessarily the problems of Birmingham, or of 
the South, the Southwest, or the West, generally. In fact, if some of the pro- 
posals suggested by the UHF spokesmen were adopted, they would not, in my 
opinion, solve the problems of UHF, but they would cause substantial mischief 
and hardship to the public in my part of the country. 

In Birmingham today we have only VHF service. We estimate that there are, 
within the service area of television station WABT, 275,000 receivers in the hands 
of the public, representing a total investment of $8 million. There are no UHF 
stations in operation in Birmingham, and therefore, to my knowledge, no UHF 
receivers. 

Birmingham, therefore, has no television receiver conversion problem at the 
present time. However, such a problem would be created if the proposal to 
move all of television to the UHF were adopted. Then every single receiver in 
our area would be rendered obsolete and every family would be forced, by Gov- 
ernment order, to spend additional funds for a UHF converter and for a new 
receiving antenna. 

Even more important to the public than the expense which would be involved 
in purchasing new UHF equipment is the fact that large segments of the popula- 
tion would lose the only television service which is available to them. In our 
part of the country there are relatively few cities large enough to support tele- 
vision stations. As a result, a great many people living on farms and in small 
communities must look to Birmingham for their television service. We know 
that people living as far away as 100 miles from Birmingham depend upon the 
stations in our city for television service. If our station is forced to move to 
the UHF or to reduce its coverage, one result would be that a lot of our good 
friends in rural areas would lose the only television service available to them. 

It is apparent that neither the proposal to move all VHF stations to the UHF, 
nor the proposal to reduce the power and coverage of VHF stations would aid 
UHF in Birmingham because there is no UHF there. On the contrary, these 
proposals wouid seriously and adversely affect the public in our area. It is 
clearly not in the publie interest for either of them to be adopted. 

This committee has heard a great deal of testimony concerning the financial 
plight and financial problems of the UHF broadcasters. Under the circum- 
stances I hope it will be appropriate for me to show the committee the other 
side of the coin, namely, the financial plight and financial problems of one VHF 
broadcaster 

The Birmingham News Co., our parent corporation, onerated station WSGN 
in Birmingham from 1936 to 1953, and station WSGN-FM, from 1947 to 1958. 
Both of these stations were sold in 1953 so that we could acquire the radio 
and television stations which we now operate. 

Daring the period of our operation of stations WSGN and WSGN-FM, I 
believe that both stations acquired an outstanding record for community and 
local public service. This was particularly true of our FM station which was 
programed separately to a large extent and was promoted and supported by 
us in every way feasible. I doubt whether any FM operator in any other 
community in the country did as much as we have done and are still doing to 
promote FM. Incidentally, the operation of FM has involved us in substan- 
tial expenses and substantial operating losses. However, neither we, nor any 
other FM operator, to our knowledge, ever came to the Congress or to any other 
Government body to ask for financial relief or assistance. It may be, however, 
that if the Senate does give the UHF broadeasters the type of relief requested 
by them, that the committee may next be called upon to hold comparable hear- 
ings for the relief of FM and other broadcasters. 

Our company, during the period of its operation of stations WSGM and 
WSGM-FM, also developed an interest in television. The top officials of our 
company, including myself, made extensive studies of television, including 
problems of station, equipment requirements and the like. We participated 
fully in the FCC's hearing on channel allocations and sought to bring additional 
VHF channels to Birmingham. However, when we were unsuccessful in this, 
we applied for and received a grant of permit on UHF channel 42. We sought, 
in all sincerity, to build the finest—and, I might say, the most expensive UHF 
station—with full power of 1000 kilowatts. We did this because we knew, based 
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upon our experience in FM, that in order to pioneer in this new service, maxi- 
mum power and coverage were necessary. 

Prior to the time construction on channel 42 was to begin, we were offered the 
opportunity to acquire, by purchase, the AM, FM, and TV stations we now 
operate. We were faced with the choice, therefore, of buying existing facili- 
ties at a substantial price or of pioneering in developing UHF in the market 
probably also at substantial cost. 

After substantial study of the business problems involved, we decided, in 
April 19538, to buy the stock of the Television Corp. at a cost of $2,500,000. 
Immediately after acquiring these properties, we expended well over $250,000 
additional to increase the power of station WABT to 316 kilowatts, the maxi 
mum permitted by the Commission. 

I think the committee will understand the large financial stake we have in 
he continued success of VHF. We made a business judgment to buy rather 
than to build, based upon the facts then knowns to us. We hoped and expected 
that this situation would continue for some years, so that we could properly 
amortize our investment. Now it is proposed to change the rules of the game, 
to abolish VHF or to limit its power, its coverage or its freedom to negotiate 
for programing. The adoption of any of these steps would be, at best, unfair 
and, at worst, ruinous to us. 





APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 5-—THE MOBILE TELEVISION CorP., MOBILE, ALA. 


Channels allocated to community : 5, 10, 42,’ 48. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channel 10. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 48. 

Channels applied for: Channel 5. 

Channels contested: Channel 5. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 

JUNE 2, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 2 on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Mobile Television Corp., through its general management, 
has given consideration to its position with respect to the problems alleged to 
be presented by the allocation to certain markets in the United States of tele 
vision channels both in the very high frequency band and in the ultra high 
frequency band, and the proposals that have been made looking toward the 
solution of these problems. The company understands that among the pro 
posals made are the following: 

(a) The imposition of a freeze upon application proceedings now before the 
Federal Communications Commission and upon the issuance of operating 
authority covering construction permits already granted. 

(b) The allocation of all television stations to channels in the UHF band 

(c) The elimination of allocations in both the VHF and the UHF band in the 
same cities. 

(d¢@) The reduction and limitation of coverage areas of stations licensed to 
operate in the VHF band. 

The company is of the opinion that the adoption of any of the proposals above 
listed would have the effect of retarding rather than stimulating the development 
of the television industry and, thus, would have an adverse effect upon television 
services to which the public is entitled. 

In addition, it feels that the adoption of these proposals or any of them would 
have an unjustifiably adverse effect upon persons, firms, and corporations who 
have major investments in the establishment of their respective stations operat- 
ing in the VHF band as well as many companies, such as the Mobile Television 
Corp., Who have made major expenditures in prosecuting applications for a 
construction permit to operate in the VHF band. 

The Mobile Television Corp. is a company embracing, among its stockholders, 
many individuals who are residents of the city of Mobile, Ala., as well as a 
corporation owning a newspaper and a radio station in that city. 
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In addition, its stockholders include the owners of WDSU Broadcasting Corp., 
a company which has been a pioneer in the development of the art of telecasting 
and Dwight Martin, who has been active in the operation of television stations 
since the inception of commercial television. 

These individuals have spent countless hours in the preparation and prosecu- 
tion of the company’s application for a construction permit to operate a television 
station in Mobile. The application of the company for a grant on channel 5 
was filed with the Federal Communications Commission in July 1952, and has 
been vigorously prosecuted since that date 

At the time the application was filed, in the opinion of the company, the devel- 
epment of transmitting and receiving equipment designed to operate in the 
UHF band had not progressed sufficiently to guarantee that maximum or even 
adequate service would be given the public or received by the public. 

For this reason, and for the reason that in the opinien of the directors of the 
company an operation of a VHF channel be more profitable, a determination to 
seek a grant on a UHF channel was made 

In the summer of 1953 the company, through its officers and directors, partici- 
pated in a lengthy competitive hearing, seeking to establish the fact that the 
public interest would be served better by a grant being made to it rather than 
to an applicant competing for the same channel in Mobile. This hearing resulted 
in an initial decision by the examiner favoring the application of the Mobile 
Television Corp., which initial decision is presently under consideration by the 
Commission. To date, the company has spent in excess of $75,000 in the prose- 
eution of this application, in addition to which it has deposited in excess of 
$6,000 with an equipment manufacturer in order to assure the delivery of the 
equipment if and when a final grant is made (the amount of this deposit will be 
returned to the company if the grant is not made). The company estimates that 
an additional $5,000 to $10,000 will be spent in prosecuting the application to a 
final decision. In the opinion of the management of the company, the adoption 
of the proposals which the company opposes could place in jeopardy the invest- 
ment of time and money which has been made by the company in good faith upon 
the supposition that if it could establish superiority over the competing applicant 
for channel 5 in Mobile, it would be given a grant. Certainly any provision of 
law that would reduce the value of a VHF grant or would make a VHF channel 
unavailable in Mobile or would postpone further consideration of the application 
for an indefinite period of time would materially reduce the value of this 
investment. 

Accordingly, having in mind both the fact that in its opinion, the financial 
investment of the company is placed in jeopardy by the above-listed proposals 
and its conviction that the interests of the television industry and the public 
will be adversely affected by their adoption or the adoption of any of them, the 
company respectfully urges that they be rejected and that a solution to the UHF 
problem be sought that will be of constructive benefit to the entire industry. 

Sincerely, 
Dwieut W. MARTIN, President. 


SourH ARKANSAS TELEVISION Co., INcC., ELDORADO, ARK., PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 10 


Channels allocated to community : 10, 26 

VHF stations operating in community : None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channel 10. 


MAGNOLIA BROADCASTING Co., 
Magnolia, Ark., June 5, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I wish to gu on record as opposing any current proposed change 
in the regulations of the FCC which are applicable to the VHF stations. It is 
my belief that there is insufficient evidence to warrant a conclusion that the 
majority would be served by any alteration or abolishment of existing VHF 
channels. In addition, I believe any so-called inequality between VHF and 
UHF channels will disappear in time due to the economic growth of the television 
industry. the technological advancements in electronics, and the varied tastes 
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of the American people, who will both demand and support by their interest the 
localized programing which UHF will afford in each community. I have always 
had confidence in the forward-looking attitude taken by the members of the 
Commission. I do not feel they will be deterred, misled, or influenced by these 
ransient difficulties of the television industry. 
Sincerely yours, 
W. M. Briatey, Secretary-Treasure) 





KERN COUNTY BROADCASTERS, STATION KERO-TV, BAKERSFIELD, CALI 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 10 


Channels allocated to community: 10, 29. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 10 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 29 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channel contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None 


BAKERSFIELD, Cauir., June 1, 1954 
Mr. W. THRODORE PIERSON, 
Pierson & Ball, Attorneys, Washington 6, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. Prerson: We wish to join in the support of the informal group that 
has organized to participate in the Potter hearings of the Senate subcommittee 
nvestigating UHF problems. We understand that your firm has been retained 
to represent us in opposing the destructive proposals made by the UHF group 
ind its advocates. This is to advise that you have our support, and, in addition, 
that you are hereby requested to make known our feelings as contained in this 
letter. 

Prior to the time that there were any television stations operating in Bakers 
field or the San Joaquin Valley, and up to the middle of 1953, it was estimated 
there were some 17,000 VHF receivers in the greater Bakersfield area which were 
receiving programs from Los Angeles television stations. As you know, we are 
considered a fringe area for Los Angeles television, and it was this early infiltra- 
tion of VHF television in this area which was helpful in getting us off to a 
good start in our operation. After the granting of channel 2 here in Bakers- 
field, as well as channel 10, the set saturation went up considerably, but there are 
many indications that set conversion of the initial group of television sets that 
were in this area has not been rapid. In fact, information indicates that perhaps 
we have a 60 to 65 percent conversion at this time in the greater Bakersville area. 
To my way of thinking, it would be a great disadvantage to the people who own 
the many VHF-only television sets if no VHF transmissions were available to 
them 

A recent ARB study that we had made of this market indicates a substantial 
portion of Bakersfield viewers still watch Los Angeles stations at various times 
throughout the day and evening. 

We went to a great deal of time, trouble, and money in placing our tele 
vision transmitter on top of Breckenridge Mountain. Breckenridge Mountain 
is 7,600 feet high and is located 22 miles east of Bakersfield. One of the main 
reasons why we put our facility in this location was so that we could serve 
thousands of people who otherwise would not receive television. We have been 
informed by many people as far north as Porterville, that we are the only 
television signal that they can see. This is true of many small communities 
along the eastern edge of the San Joaquin Valley. While other television sta- 
tions, operating on UHF from Fresno, put a good signal in that direction, most 
of it is blanketed out by the mountainous terrain. We also have many re- 
ports from the mountain communities to the east and north of our transmitter 
and many other reports from the eastern desert area, that we are the only 
satisfactory television signal that they have to watch. We feel that with our 
VHF transmissions, we are providing a service that would otherwise be de- 
nied to these people inasmuch as the electrical characteristics of a UHF signal 
would not give the necessary fill-in throughout the mountainous terrain in- 
volved. 

We were the second station on the air in this market, with the UHF station 
coing on the air approximately a month ahead of us. We have had a very real 
problem in obtaining good film material, inasmuch as our competitors were 
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quite successful in purchasing most all of the reasonably priced material prior 
to the time we received our CP. 

We have been more successful than they, however, in utilizing and selling 
half-hour features on our station. We are still at a loss finding good feature 
film, inasmuch as the supply has apparently been exhausted. 

I know that a number of people are under the impression that a VHF grant 
is an automatic ticket to a profit operation. I think many of them fail to real- 
ize, however, that practically all of the same problems exist with a VHF gran- 
tee as exists with a UHF. We have a very small operation and all of us take 
a very active part in the day-to-day operation of the busines. 

Even with a small operation and complete diversification between our radio 
station and television programing staffs, it might be surprising to realize that 
in 1953 we dissipated all of the profits of our radio station in that year to sup- 
port our television operation for the 3 months that it was on the air. In addi- 
tion to losing all our radio profits in 1953, we lost an additional $4,400 in 
making up the operational cost for that 3-month period. I am happy to say that 
since the first of 1954 we have succeeded in carrying the television operation 
into the black, and each month we have been able to show a small increase in 
our margin of profit. Our radio operation has suffered a good dea! from a 
profit standpoint since we have entered television, and I must report that we 
do not have all of our old profits of radio to add to those of television. That, 
of course, is a problem that would be present with an operator of either a 
UHF or a VHF television station. 

We realize that we are doing a good deal better job, both from a programing 
as well as profit standpoint, than our UHF competition is here in Bakersfield. 

As far as we can determine, the main»reason that our results have been so 
much better than theirs is due to the fact that we went to the extra expense 
of a mountaintop location. 

This location gives us coverage of 3 or 4 times as many sets as our UHF 
competition. 

Prior to the time that they received their CP we invited them to join us on 
our mountaintop, but they felt that such a location was impracticable. In Janu- 
ary, When we made our last set-count survey, it was indicated that we had some 
109,000 television receivers in our primary coverage area while they had about 
25,000. Naturally, it is a great disadvantage to them when they are trying to sell 
network or national or even local advertisers on the use of their facility when 
a comparison of the set coverage is made. We feel the advantage we have 
obtained is one we deserve and one that is the result of the extra effort and 
additional investment we made in our facility to provide maximum coverage 
and maximum use of the channel granted to us by the Commission. 

We are a primary affiliate of the National Broadcasting Co. and a secondary 
affiliate of the Columbia Broadcasting System. The UHF station in this market 
is an affiliate of the American Broadcasting Co. and the Du Mont television 
network. Our UHF competitor carries a good many programs from his two net- 
works that are not available to us and under the new ownership of the Chronicle 
Corp. they are showing signs of a much more intelligent and progressive 
operation. 

The previous owners did very little to build the UHF station into the type 
of facility that could be considered a good television operation. I have personally 
spent many thousands of dollars and a great deal of time in the last year, in an 
effort to get additional network shows for our station. 

I have been rather successful with NBC and CBS, but even at that we have 
more half-hour syndicated programs sold on our station than we have from 
either of the two major networks. Frankly, it looks to me that personal effort 
and perseverance, as well as equal physical coverage of a marketing area, is 
the answer for these UHF stations who seem to be having so much trouble. 

This market was developed primarily as a VHF market out of Los Angeles 
and to consider it in the same category as the rest of the San Joaquin Valley, 
where there was no television available prior to the granting of CP’s, would be 
entirely wrong. Loss of VHF coverage in this area would undoubtedly obsolete 
some 17,000 to 20,000 television sets that are not converted to receive UHF 
signals. 

If there is any other information on our operation or information about this 
market that you feel could be helpful in presenting facts to the Senate Subcom- 
mittee Investigating UHF Problems, please do not hesitate to get in touch 
with me. 

Yours very truly, 


GENE DEYOUNG, 


io 


3 

id 
+ 
f 


Races eth aetna a a aa RR CG: 8 LL = lin pen. Re nines SE 








STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 85] 


CALIFORNIA INLAND BROADCASTING CO., STATION KFRE, FRESNO, CALIF., 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 12 

Channels allocated to community: 12, 18,° 24, 47, 53. 

VHF stations operating in community: None. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channels 24, 47, 53. 

Channels applied for: Channel 12. 

Channels contested: Channel 12. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


CALIFORNIA INLAND BROADCASTING Co., 
Fresno, Calif., June 4, 1954. 
PAUL R. BARTLETT, 
President, Pierson & Ball, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: This will serve to give you our written endorsement of the stand 
being taken by the informal VHF television group in their appearance before 
the Potter committee when the UHF television hearings resume. You are hereby 
authorized to incorporate the name of our station into the record in support of 
the VHF group’s position and to put into the record any portion or all of the 
following statement outlining our own individual experiences and views on the 
matters under discussion. 


HISTORY OF KFRE INTEREST IN TELEVISION 


Station KFRE’s interest in television dates back to 1944 when it was the first 
applicant for any television channel in Fresno, and when it acquired a mountain- 
top site which is considered to be ideally suited for television transmission to 
the entire central Caliiornia area. After remaining on file for almost 2 years, 
the KFRE 1944 application for VHF channel 2, then assigned to Fresno, was 
withdrawn because of the uncertainties due to the first FCC color hearings and 
their ramifications. 

In April of 1948, KFRE was again the first Fresno applicant for TV, applying 
at that time for VHF channel 5, 1 of 4 VHF channels then allocated to Fresno 
Action on the KF RE application for channel 5, which was at that time unopposed, 
was expected at about the time the FCC imposed the “freeze.” 

Duriing the freeze KFRE participated in FCC rulemaking procedures looking 
to the establishment of a new allocation plan. In its comments on the pro- 
posals made by the Commission, KF RE urged the establishment of at least two 
VHF channels in Fresno in order to provide the area-wide coverage which 
would not be available from UHF transmissions. The final report and order 
designated 1 VHF channel to Fresno and 3 UHF channels. 

After the lifting of the freeze, KF RE amended its application from VHF chan 
nel 5, which was no longer available in Fresno, to channel 12, the only VHF 
channel allocated to the Fresno area. Subsequently, another Fresno radio sta 
tion also applied for channel 12. 

On the 3 remaining channels allocated to Fresno, all of which were UHF, 
there were 5 applicants; 2 each for 2 of the channels and 1 for the remaining 
channel. In the fall of 1952, the unopposed UHF applicant was granted a con 
struction permit, and in the months which followed the contests which remained 
for the other two UHF channels were resolved by mergers or buy-outs in both 
cases, with the result that the first UHF station began actual operation in 
Fresno in June of 1953; the second, which resulted from a merger or buy-out, 
in the fall of 1953; and the third early in 1954. 


Il. REASONS FOR KFRE DECISION TO APPLY FOR VHI 


The following were the principal reasons KF RE decided to apply for the only 
Fresno VHF channel: 

1. Such knowledge as was available indicated that only a VHF channel would 
adequately serve the entire central California area, which is now served by 
KERE radio station. 

2. VHF equipment was readily available and television service to the Fresno 
area could be provided on VHF within a matter of a month or two after an 
authorization, whereas UHF equipment deliveries were uncertain. 
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3. KFRE believed the business future of the VHF channel was more certain 
than that of the UHF channels, and therefore believed that sound business 
udement made it advisable to risk the great loss and delays which might be 
involved in comparative hearings for the VHF channel rather than take a UHF 
channel, which would probably have been available without hearing costs or 
delay 

III. THE PRESENT FRESNO TELEVISION SITUATION 


‘ 


Since early in 1254, there have been 3 operating television stations in Fresno, 
all UHF, and 1 UlWiF station operating in the nearby city of Tulare, thus pro- 
viding 4 UHF services to the Fresno area No television receivers were sold in 
Fresno prior to the commencement of the first UHF station here, and conse- 


quently every set in the central California area was capable of UHF reception, 

Phe first UHF station to start was afiiliated with NBC network as a primary 
affiliation and aisv took programs from CBS as a secondary affiliate. The second 
UUF station to begin operation became a primary affiliate of the ABC network, 
and now also takes programs from the Columbia television network. The third 
Fresno station is independent, and the station in Tulare is an afiiliate of the 
Du Mont television network All televy.sion networks are currently represented 
in the Fresno area and all on UHF stations. 


IV. STATUS AND COSTS OF LITIGATION FOR VHF CHANNEL 12 IN FRESNO 


KFRE was notified by the FCC in the fall of 1952 that a comparative hearing 
to determine the tinal licensee for channel 12 in Fresno would be necessary, and 


the hearing was scheduled in mid-1953 to begin in the fall of 19538. The hearing 


began in October of 1955 and the record was closed in March of 1954 and an 
initial decision is now awaited. To date the Ki RE application has represented 
an expenditure of approXimately $75,000 and we anticipate that as much as 
$100,000 may be required before a final decision is obtained. 
Throughout th ong period of delay KFRE has attempted to encourage 
an interim type of operation which would have provided early tele, ision service 
channel 12 while litigation continued for the final authorization. 


¢ 
I 


Vv. COMMENTS 


All UHF applicants and grantees knew at the time they filed their applications 
that VHF channel! 12 had been allocated to Fresno and would eventually be 
used there with whatever competitive complications might oecur. All grantees 
who constructed their UHI stations in the Fresno area proceeded to do so at 
their own business risks, fully aware of the pendency of the Fresno VHF 
channel 12 application 

All of the original applicants and grantees of UHF channels in the Fresno area 
had an equal opportunity to apply for channel 12 in an attempt to secure the 
admittedly prime facility in the area. All the UHF applications of present 
grantees who failed to apply for channel 12 did se in order to avoid the costly 
proceeding and still more costly delay of a hearing. 

Thus all of the present UHF grantees in the Fresno area decided to take the 
business risk involved in the operation of the admittedly less valuable UHF 
channels and to face the eventual competition of VHF channel 12 rather than to 
take the risk involved in spending substantial amount for a hearing, undergoing 
the long delay, and eventually ending up with no channel at all. 

KFRE is content to stand with its business judgment and asks only that the 
ground rules not be changed at this late date. KFRE believes the UHF grantees 
or licensees should likewise be content to live with the decisions they have made. 

Sincerely, 


PAuL R. BARTLETT. 


WRITTEN STATEMENT OF SACRAMENTO TELECASTER, INC., SACRAMENTO, CALIF., 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 10 


Channels allocated to community : 3,’ 6, 10, 40, 46. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 40. 
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Channels applied for: Channels 3, 10. 
Channels contested: Channels 3, 10. 
Construction permits outstanding: Channel 46. 


SACRAMENTO TELECASTERS, IN¢ 
Sacramento, Calif., May 31, 1954. 
Messrs. PauL R. BARTLETT et al., 
Care Pierson & Ball, Washington, D. C 

GENTLEMEN: Thanks for your wire and for your alertness in protecting the 
interests of a very important segment of the TV industry. 

By all means, add our tirm’s name to the list of those opposing the UHF 
commnittee’s move for special privilege legislation. We approve all of your 
neasures with the exception of that one referring to booster stations. The use 

booster stations, we feel, is again special privilege;.is not an industrywide 
roblem, and is certainly not fair to the UHF group and would further ire them 
We stand firmly against this measure and do not want our name used as sup 


porting it The rest of your platform, however, we support without reservations 
We are a local group of business and professional men, with broadcast ex 


perience well represented in our organization, applying for VHIX channel 10 
in Sacramento, Calif. 

We have gone through an extended comparative hearing in Washington (the 
longest two-party case in the limited history of TV hearings). We have ex 
pended over $65,000 in preparatory and hearing costs alone and expect to expend 
another $10,000 before final grant. This will be, of course, a total loss should 
we not prevail; we also have completed oral argument before the entire Com 
mission. Our total anticipated costs will be in the neighborhood of $800,000 

At the outset we had to choose between U and VHF (this was just before 
the freeze was lifted) and chose VHF knowing full well that it would entail 

ng hearings and heavy expenses with only two alternatives: an unfavorablk 

ecision or a grant with its speculative results—there is no assurance of success 
profit in a VHF grant. 

Our reasons for choosing VHF were: 

1. 8O.COO VE’ sets in the area with only fringe reception 
2. Experience to draw from (prefreeze operations) 

3. Availability of VHF equipment. 
+. No actual UHF stations on air—no precedent 
5. Perculiar coverage requirements. 

6. Lack of proven UHF engineering results. 

7. Proven VHF engineering, results, experience. 

Two VHF (channels 3 and 10) and two UHF (channels 40 and 46) were avail 
able to us at the time of filing 

We feel that a freeze at this or any other time would be most unjust to not 
only.us and others in our position who have in good faith, gone through long 
and expensive comparative hearings to prove our qualifications and abilities 
to operate in the public interest but to the general public who, because of 
public announcement, have purchased sets in anticipation of the channel going 
on the air. 

We feel further that: 

l. A great number of the UHF complainants are opportunists who have ap 
plied and received uncontested UHF channels with the hopes of quick profits. 

2. A great number of the UHF complainants applied for and received grants 
without proper study and advice regarding markets, competitive factors, etc., 
and are now suffering the results of poor broadcast and business judgment. 

3. A great number of the UHF complainants are outsiders (have no previous 
connection with the market in which they are operating) and applied on a 
multiple basis (e. g. John Poole who filed for five UHF stations and received 
grants in 3 or 4 markets (unopposed) and is sitting on grants without con 
structing). 

4. UHF operators are unwilling to spend the necessary pioneering expenses 
and do the proper promoting job for their medium; that the “quick buck” didn’t 
materialize, and they are now yelling wolf (VHF) and asking for special privi 
lege legislation, so that they can profit (no FCC grant even implies a profitable 
operation) by keeping out the legitimate, experienced broadcaster. 

5. All UHF stations are not operating at a loss and conversely, all VHF 
stations are not operating at a profit—the difference is that the VHF operators 
have faith in their future and are not asking for help. (See table 6 B-—T 
May 24, p. 130.) Also the heavy percentage of UHF loss stations are in markets 
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of less than 100,000 where perhaps no TV station either VHF or UHF could be 
supported at this time. 

6. A blanket freeze is not the answer even though more study of the problem 
might be indicated; e. g. in Sacramento and Fresno, Calif., UHF only is in 
operation and making large profits. To keep VHF out would be only to grant 
a monopoly to UHF and to guarantee them continued, protected profits and to 
deny the rights of free enterprise to VHF operators plus denying the public 
the use of sets already purchased. There are many similar examples through- 
out the country and any freeze should be on a market-to-market basis. This, 
of course, would be difficult ; therefore, no freeze at all. 

7. All turn-ins of grants have not been UHF. Some VHF grants were turned 
in after realizing that the market would not support the operations—not be- 
cause VHF would smother them, 
Very truly yours, 
J. H. Scnacut, Vice President. 





STANDARD Raprio AND TELEVISION Co., STATION KQXI, SAN Jose, CALIF. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 11 


Channels allocated to community : 11, 48, 54,’ 60. 
VHF stations operating in community : None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for : None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channel 11. 


STANDARD Rapro & TELEVISION Co., 
PERMITTEE OF STATION KQXI, 
San Jose, Calif. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Standard Radio & Television Co. is in accord with the position 
stated by the informal VHF group in its telegram dated May 28, 1954. The posi- 
tion of this group is to be presented at further hearings to be held by the 
Communications Subcommittee headed by Senator Potter. 

Standard Radio & Television Co., (KQXI), San Jose, Calif, is the permittee 
of VHF channel 11, and it vigorously opposes any suggestion that it be forced 
to move to UHF. KQXI also vigorously opposes any suggestion of a moratorium 
on the construction of VHF television stations which might be construed to 
prevent it from being authorized to commence telecasting upon completion of 
construction 

Standard Radio & Television Co. proposed to bring to the San Jose community 
and the Santa Clara Valley area localized television service designed to meet 
the needs of that community. The community is of rugged terrain and experi- 
ence has shown that VHF is the type of television service that can best serve 
such an area. At the present time, San Jose does not have a television station 
of its own. 

Therefore, it would definitely not be in the public interest for the Senate 
subcommittee investigating UHF problems to take any steps that would interfere 
in any way with the establishment of a satisfactory television service at San 
Jose, Calif. 

Very truly yours, 
A. T. GILuimANp, President. 





STATEMENT OF SANTA BARBARA BROADCASTING & TELEVISION Co., STatTION KEY-T, 
SANTA BARBARA, CALIF, 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 3 
Channels allocated to community : 3, 20, 26. 
VHF stations operating in community : Channel 3. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for : None. 
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Channels contested : None. 
Construction permits outstanding: None. 


(Telegram ] 


SANTA BARBARA, CALIF., June 5, 1954. 
PIERSON & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Santa Barbara Broadcasting & Television Co., licensee of Key-T, channel 3, 
serving coastal area of California from Monterey to Mexican border, earnestly 
supports position stated by the informal group of television operators who have 
engaged your firm to represent them in hearings of subcommittee of Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Senator Potter, chairman. Please convey to 
the committee that our gross investment for television is $628,000 and to change 
to UHF would cost another $200,000 with no UHF transmitters in our area and 
with virtually no sets along the coast equipped to receive UHF. Local investors 
courageously ventured risk capital to build this station on 4,200-foot mountain 
to make maximum use of this natural resource. This station serves a sparsely 
settled remote area. If by legislative or regulatory fiat we were required to 
decrease our power and hence coverage would be to penalize pioneering spirit 
by deprivation of property without due process both of licensee and of tens 
of thousand of enthusiastic owners of television sets who in northern part 
of area have virtually no other source of television. We will end first year 
operation July 1954, moderately in the red but we will succeed if left to pursue 
in an orderly manner the American system of free enterprise. 

Sincerely, 
Harry C. BuTcHer, 
Chairman of the Board, Key-T. 


TELEVISION DIABLO, INc., STOCKTON, CALIF. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 13 


Channels allocated to community : 13, 36, 42," 64. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 36, 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 13. 


TELEVISION DIABLO, INC., 
Los Angeles, Calif., June 2, 1954. 
Re Senate subcommittee investigating UHF problems. 
PIERSON & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I am a majority owner of station KHOF, channel 13, Stockton, 
Calif., and was recently given a construction permit by the Federal Communica 
tions Commission. We are now in the process of putting this station on the 
air. We have expended $400,000 to date and will expend an additional $400,000 
before we are fully on the air. This station must of necessity serve the greater 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. 

Any action on the part of the Senate investigating committee or FCC on the 
Various proposals suggested to date, such as the elimination of intermixture of 
VHF and UHF, the allocation of all television stations to the UHF band exclu- 
sively, the imposition of any freeze, and the reduction and limitation of the 
coverage areas of VHF stations would all prejudice the investment we have 
made to date in this activity and materially reduce the proposed service to this 
important area that is not now being fully served by any station. 

We are an independent VHF station. We would like a network affiliation ; 
however, we do not believe the way to get it is through legislative or political 
action. 

We also believe we can render a public service and operate a financially suc 
cessful station as an independent. We are in no way sympathetic with the pro- 
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gram that is being considered of attempting to make the weak strong by making 
the strong weak. We do not believe the economic problem of overpopulation of 
television stations can be corrected by any political action any more than the 
overpopulation of television manufacturers can be corrected by anything other 
than the law of supply and demand. 

The economic problem of too many stations in the market, regardless of 
whether they are ultra high frequency or very high frequency, or regardless 
of how long they have been on the air, is well illustrated by the fact that 
only three of the television stations in Los Angeles are making money at the 
present time. I understand that a similar situation exists in New York City. 
I have never heard of their asking for any legislative help to correct their red 
figures. 

It seems to me that whether a television station succeeds or fails is based on 
the service it renders to the consumer. This, in turn, is recognized by the spon- 
sor whose dollars determine the financial status of the station. 

I would also like to comment, as president of Hoffman Radio Corp., that at 
the present time we are selling our all-wave tuners at the same price as our reg- 
ular tuners even though they cost more. We are doing this for two reasons, 
first, the sale of these sets has not developed to be as great as we had antici- 
pated they would, and second, we feel we should give some assistance in getting 
the new UHF stations started in some of our markets. I would like to report 
this has very little effect on the increased sale of all-wave sets at the retail 
level. 

Our industry has been working diligently to bring the cost of the all-wave sets 
down and the price differential has already been reduced from $60 to $30 and I 
am confident this will continue to be reduced. 

The major problems seem to be the lack of coverage and programs and I do 
not think you are going to help the coverage of the UHF stations by limiting the 
coverage of the VHF stations. This would, by its very nature, limit the public 
service that a WHF could afford without expanding the public service of the 
UHF station. 

Relative to programing, I think that there may be an area to explore for the 
second and third run of the network programing that would be helpful to inde- 
pendent stations at the present time whether they are VHF or UHF. The union 
implications of the second and third run need to be answered in order to deliver 
programs at low cost. 

It appears to us that the answer to success for any television station must 
continue to be based on the service the individual station renders in its own 
local community. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. L. HorrmMan, President. 


STATEMENT OF WESTERN SLOPE BROADCASTING Co., INc., SraTION KF XJ-TV, GRAND 
JUNCTION, COLo. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 5 


Channels allocated to community: 5, 21. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 5. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


[Telegram] 


GRAND JUNCTION, CoLo., June 5, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The fundamental basis of our American system of radio and television is a 
private enterprise. There is bound to be a calculated risk in entering either 
field, particularly where competition is keen. The plight of the UHF is not unlike 
that of the VHF operators in the smaller markets. I operate one of the smallest 
TV stations in America on a VHF channel. I am faced with problems no less 
perplexing by comparison than the UHF stations in multiple markets created 
than the original condition for which a remedy is sought. I earnestly oppose 
imposition of a freeze reconciliation of the artificial limitation of present VHF 
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coverage. This would solve nothing and undoubtedly would result in complete 
chaos in the industry, with resultant losses to the public of staggering sums 
Please present this wire as part of your testimony before Senate committee 
Rex Howe .t, 
President and General Manager, KFXJ-TV. 





THe Eim City Broapcastine CorP., Station WNHC-TV, New Haven, Conn. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 8 


Channels allocated to community: 8, 59. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 8. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channel 59. 


TESTIMONY OF ALDO De DoMINICIS, SECRETARY-TREASURER AND GENERAL MANAGER 
OF THE ELM Ciry BROADCASTING CorP., NEW HAVEN, Conn. 


The undersigned, on behalf of the Elm City Broadcasting Corp., owner and 
operator of WNHC-TV, channel 8 (formerly channel 6) New Haven, Conn., 
opposed to the four proposals advocated by the UHF television group. 

Seven years ago, before WNHC—TYV, the major portions of western Massachu 
setts and Connecticut, the first State in per capita family income, had no tele 
vision service. A number of interests contemplated entering the telecasting field 
in beth New Haven and Hartford. Advice from experts was negative. In 
estment sources closed their doors and pocketbooks. Networks gave little or 
no assurance of either sustaining or commercial service. There were no receiv 
ers, One by one, potential applicants canceled out their interest and intention 
to apply for a construction permit. 

Only the Elm City Broadcasting Corp. refused to relinquish its faith in the 
desirability of television for Connecticut and western Massachusetts. 

This, plus belief that the public should be provided with television service and 
that a balanced television fare would be adequately supported by viewers, caused 
the Elm City Broadcasting Corp. to apply for channel 6 facilities. What subse 
quently transpired is history: In June 1948 television was at long last brought to 
Connecticut and western Massachusetts. 

In less than four years over 250,000 homes were enjoying television. In 5 
vears, over 400,000 homes were being served by channel 6. Then, in January, 
1954, at the direction of the Federal Communications Commission, WNHC-TV 
was obliged to scrap its channel 6 equipment (which represented an investment 
of one-quarter of a million dollars) install a new tower, new antenna, new trans 
mitter, and provide enlarged transmitter quarters to telecast on channel 8. 

In addition to a new capital and labor cost of three-quarters of a million 
dollars, many thousands of dollars were devoted to advertising and promoting 
the change from channel 6 to channel 8, and in advising and instructing view 
ers on the readjustments necessary to their antennas and receivers. As a re 
sult there are now nearly 725,000 homes that are able to receive channel 8 pro 
grams. Alterations in the present system of telecasting, of the nature promul 
gated by the UHF group, would, in this area, not only obsolete over one-half 
million receivers but would contribute further to the financial inconvenience 
and discomfort of the public by causing to be junked several thousand new 
antennas, not to mention the replacement cost factor of UHF bow ties. 

The case for the present system of television in Connecticut and western 
Massachusetts is simple and strong. According to CBS Television Research, 
which commissioned A. C. Nielson Co. to conduct a national television set survey 
76 percent of Connecticut families are TV families, of which 7 percent are UHI 
families; while in Massachusetts 78 percent of all families have TV, of which 
38 percent is UHF. 

It seems conclusive that the main party in interest, the viewing public, has 
been and is being adequately served. Reference to the May 1954 United States 
Pulse TV survey disclosed that of the top 15 regular scheduled once-a-week 
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shows, channel 8 carries 13; of the top 10 regularly scheduled multiweekly 
shows, channel 8 carries 7. The 5 programs in both categories not telecast 
on channel 8 are carried over either channels 30, 55, and/or 61 in New Britain, 
Holyoke, and Springfield. 

Examination of the channel 8 program structure reveals a substantial and 
favorable balance of children’s, educational, religious, and public service pro- 
graming, most of it in family viewing time. Further examination will disclose 
that the few programs in the above categories not carried by channel 8 can 
be seen on one or more of the UHF channels mentioned above. 

If the law of supply and demand has any merit, it must be concluded that 
the viewing public in Connecticut and Massachusetts either is being served 
100 percent or has access to all television material now on the air through 
the simple expedient of buying an all-channel receiver if it desires to do so 
earnestly enough. None of the changes advocated by the UHF television group 
will materially aid the viewing public. On the contrary it appears that any 
such action, if it were to become a reality, could be construed in no light other 
than detrimental to the viewing public. 

Since the Commission has historically refrained from tampering with the 
economics of broadcasting and telecasting, except for its natural basic concern 
about financial adequacy of applicants, it should refrain from so doing now 
since to do so would adversely affect the interest and convenience of the view- 
ing public. Also severely affected will be this corporation’s present capital 
investment which while only incidental is nevertheless substantial. 

The majority, if not all, of the suggestions advocated by the UHF television 
group, would be, in effect, a Government-sanctioned subsidy of UHF broadcasters 
and at the expense of not only the presently successful operators who have done 
the pioneering work, but at the expense of the viewing public as well. And 
any mechanical stimulus designed to enliven an economy by artificial means 
seems to be premised on the belief that the industry, the public and the Amer- 
ican advertiser have unlimited wealth which should be tapped and raided for 
what is, in effect, and inordinate and unnecessary expansion of telecasting 
properties. 

Since in this area, at least, service will be ample for everyone concerned 
through the two VHF assignments, if it is not already adequate through chan- 
nels 8, 30, 55, and 61, it is respectfully suggested that FCC attention should be 
directed to areas where no service is available with a view of helping the 
residents of those sections to receive TV programs. 

To that end we support and encourage efforts to step up production of new 
and better all-channel receivers and the use of booster stations to improve tele- 
easting service in existing TV areas; but we are opposed to any proposals that 
would negate the investments and efforts of the past 7 or 8 years on the part 
of telecasting pioneers and the public alike, or that seek to substitute a man- 
made dictum for natural, economic laws. Anyone who wishes should still be 
free to enter the business of telecasting, especially where a need for additional 
service can be proved. It does not appear fair or sound, however, that the 
electronic laws or standards be constantly remade unless the benefits to the 
public can be shown to far exceed all other considerations. 

Atpo DE DOoMINICcIS, 


_ 


NortH DapE VipeEo, INc., MIAMI, FLA. 


APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 10 


Channels allocated to community: 2,* 4, 7, 10, 27, 33. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 4. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 17 (Fort Lauderdale). 
Channels applied for: Channels 7, 10. 

Channels contested : Channels 7, 10. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channels 2, 27, 33. 





1 Reserved for noncommercial educational use. 
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Nortru Dave Vipeo, INc., 
Miami, Fla., June 2, 1954 
Hon. CHARLES E, Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: It has been brought to our attention that Messrs. Paul 
R. Bartlett. Hugh Half, Jack Harris, J. Leonard Reinsch, L, H. Rogers, P. A. 
Sugg, H. W. Slavick, and Robert D. Swezey, have organized an informal group 
to present responsible comment concerning the problem of both the ultra-high 
frequency and very-high-frequency telecasters. 

North Dade Video, Inc., is an applicant for very-high-frequency channel 10 at 
Miami, Fla., and agrees with the views of the aforementioned gentlemen that 
there should be no elimination of intermixture of very high frequency and 
ultra high frequency; that all television stations should not be allocated to the 
ultra-high-frequency band exclusively; that there should be no further freeze 
on application proceedings nor upon the issuance of operating authorities to cover 
permits already granted, nor should there be any limitation or reduction of the 
carefully calculated and recommended coverage areas of very-high-frequency 


> 
»: 
y 


Stations. 

North Dade Video believes that all reasonable and proper steps to encourage 
production and distribution of all channel receiving sets should be made; that 
booster stations should be authorized so as to improve service areas. 

Before North Dade Video, Inc., made application to the Federal Communi- 
eations Commission for a construction permit for channel 10 in Miami, it and 
its officers, directors, and stockholders thoroughly investigated the allocations 
in the greater Miami area. Its investigation fixed the conclusion that it should 
file its application for facilities on channel 10, which, as you know, is in the 
very-high-frequency band. 

From the date of the preparation of the application filed by North Dade early 
in 1953, up to and including the present date, at which time its application is 
in a consolidated-comparative proceeding, North Dade Video, Inc., has expended 
funds approaching $50,000. Expenditures cover technical and legal research 
and consulting fees. Not one cent has been spent for public relations or pro- 
motion. All expenditures were made in preparation of the application and in 
the hope of terminating the consolidated-comparative proceeding successfully. 
It is expected that before the proceedings are over, North Dade will incur 
considerable expenditures beyond those already made. 

The allocations announced by the Federal Communications Commission on 
April 14, 1952, for television channels, were made after long and serious study 
and should not now be upset. It should be well noted that the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission did not request anyone to file an application for an ultra 
high-frequency television station. All applications were filed not at the behest 
of the Federal Communications Commission but by the insistence of those per 
sons filing each application. 

Very truly yours, 
WALTER COMPTON, 
Vice President and General Manager 





WEAT-TV, INnc., Station WEAT-TV, West Patm BrAcH, FLA.. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 12 


Channels allocated to community: 5, 12, 15,’ 21. 
VHF stations operating in community : None. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 21. 
Channels applied for : None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 5, 12 





2 Reserved for noncommercial educational use 
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LAKE WorrTH, FLA., June 1, 1954. 
Messrs. BARTLETT, HALFF, HARRIS, REINSCH, RoGERS, SuGG, SLAVICK AND SWEZEY, 
Care of Pierson & Ball, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: You are hereby authorized to notify the Senate subcommittee 
considering TV allocations that WIEAT-TYV, Inc., permittee of channel 12 in 
West Palm Beach, Fla., supports the present FCC television allocations in all 
respects, including VHF and UHF assignments, peak powers and policy on 
transmitter locations. 

It is our firm belief that there is no regulatory substitute for business judg- 
ment. The Commission in establishing regulations acted with unusual pru- 
dence and good judgment at the time. For any investor considering entering 
television complete information as to markets, receivers, program availability, 
cost of operation and technical state of the art in both VHF and UHF were 
available. Entering any business is a risk and the investor should require only 
that it be a calculated risk. 

It is our belief that UHF can and will provide an excellent service for its 
coverage area. Television should not expect to suddenly appear as a full- 
blown economically sound nationwide system. The present AM system grew 
slowly with new stations coming into each market 1 by 1 as the situation en- 
abled it. For this to occur in television it is imperative that all receivers be 
equipped to receive UHF as well as VHF. This will enable the UHF station 
to get on the air in an intermixed market when the economics of the industry 
warrant. 

May I point out that our situation is highly competitive and that limitation 
of the power of Miami VHF’s and UHF’s would reduce our competition. How- 
ever, it would also reduce the service available to the public. 

We carefully analyzed the area in view of the rules laid down by the Com- 
mission and decided that the calculated risk was worth the investment. We 
are willing to live under the rules as presently set forth since all of our caleu- 
lations are based on these rules. Any basic change would create a complete 
upset of carefully calculated risks and values not only in this market, but all 
ever the country, and cause incalculable harm to the industry. It seems most 
likely that under any present new proposals the public would also suffer. 

WEAT-TYV, Inc., has spent over $25,000 in application, hearing, and equip- 
ment costs, most of which would not have been spent under different rules. 
We will shortly obligate ourselves for $200,000 additional. Should we spend 
this same amount on UHF at the present state of the art the area served would 
be materially reduced and the public would have to spend more to receive us. 

I would like to take this opportunity to commend the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission for its impartiality, fairness and good judgment which I 
have witnessed in my 10 years in broadcasting. 

Sincerely, 
J. R. Meacuam, President, WEAT-TV, INC. 





SOUTHRASTERN BROADCASTING Co., STATION WMAZ-TV, Macon (WARNER 
Ropins), GA. 

OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 13 

Channels allocated to community: 13, 41,’ 47. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 13. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 47. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


1 Reserved for noncommercial educational use 
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| Telegram] 


Macon, Ga., June 1, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We join with you in opposing any limitation of VHF television service. We 
have made a substantial investment to serve the set owners in our area and 
expect to go full authorized power before the end of our first year of operation, 
September 27. In spite of the loss of approximately $100,009 in our first 3 months, 
we are continuing to lose in order to operate a 17-hour day because we believe 
our area is entitled to this service. Latest pulse survey of a 14-county area 
shows about 15 percent UHF conversion in all homes, which means there are more 
than 50,000 sets depending entirely on VHF television. 

It is inconceivable to us that anything as satisfactory to the public as VHF 
television should be disturbed in any way. 

GrEOoRGE P. RANKIN, Jr., President, WMAZ-TYV. 


IpAHO Rapio CorP., STATION KID-TYV, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 3 
Channels allocated to community: 3, 8. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 3. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 
Channels contested: None. 
Construction permits outstanding: Channel 8. 


[Telegram ] 


IpAHO FALLs, IpAno, June 8, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Please be advised that KID-TV will firmly support every effort to prevent 
any change in the present VHF allocation structure. One-half million dollars 
has been invested in an operation that would provide television service to the 
people of southeastern Idaho. To accomplish this it became necessary to locate 
32 miles west of Idaho Falls atop a mountain 6,600 feet above sea level in a 
centrally located spot so that the 220,000 people within 110-mile radius might 
be served economically. Two hundred thousand people is small to support TV 
we must have them all. To my knowledge there are no UHF sets here, as 
KID-—TYV is the only station now serving this area. If VHF is eliminated, a 
large number of these people would never have television. It appears we could 
not meet FCC engineering standard for our two primary markets of Idaho Falls 
and Pocatello. 

C. N. LAYNE, General Manager, KID-TYV. 





Rock ISLAND BroapcAstINna Co., STATION WHBF-TYV, Rock ISLAND, ILL. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community: 4, 6, 42. (Davenport-Rock Island-Moline.) 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 6. 

UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 











S62 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


STATEMENT OF LESLIE C. JOHNSON, Vick PRESIDENT AND GENERAI MANAGER, 
Rock ISLAND Broapcastine Co. 


GENTLEMEN : WHBF-TYV began operations July 1, 1950, marking the on-the-air 
culmination of 18S months to 2 years of work and worry as to: 

(1) Where were we going to get the money to sustain the heavy losses which 
we envisaged? 

(2) How long would we have to operate at a loss before the break-even point 
and profit phase (if any) would be reached ? 

(3) How could a market as small as this one, internally, support two television 
Stations? 

(4) When would we secure network service, live or film, and how much 
would there be—how big would be the program gaps to fill, and with what—and 
at what cost? 

(5) When would the telephone company put through its micro relays or coax 
so as to bring us live network service? 

(6) How were we going to get materials—such as steel, then scarce—in time 
to meet the FCC deadline for beginning operations ? 

Our story is simple. We debated long and seriously before making the deci- 
sion to proceed in television. As a radio station, ours had never been a big 
moneymaker. For 8 years, after acquiring the radio station in 1932, we lost 
money every year—due to our effort to give better radio service to this com- 
munity under the constant policy of being a paying and active member of the 
business fraternity in our city and county. In the 8th year, 1939, we sustained 
our heaviest 1oss, 

llowever, despite these annual operating losses, we plowed much money into 
better equipment, more power, better quarters, and better service for more ca- 
pable and numerous personnel. We had no network service or affiliation for 
7 of these years, or until January 1, 1939, at which time Mutual gave us a con- 
tract. Until then we had made numerous approaches to the then existing 
networks in an attempt to negotiate a contract. We felt sure that if we had 
a network affiliation and good program service on a competitive level, we would 
soon be in the black—or at least in a good fighting position to sooner attain 
this long-sought objective. 

Under the Mutual contract, we agreed to vay the line costs, amounting to 
approximately $10,000 for the year, without any guarantee of network revenue- 
only an assurance of network sustaining program service. The gamble was ours 
but we were glad to take it. In that first year we were able to recoup about 
half of our line costs in paid network programs which, with the most rigid 
economy in operations consistent with good public service, saw us in the black 
for the first time in 9 years. 

All this is a prelude to our advent into television—an event which forced us 
to forego for the time being a plan to really promote and program FM for a 
period of at least 2 years, in which we felt it could be determined whether FM 
would or could be profitable. 

When we decided to go into television, we had $50,000 tucked away from radio 
operations. (This after recouping our losses in the first 8 years of radio opera- 
tions.) On the basis of the experience of others already in television, this 
amount of money seemed pitifully inadequate. 

Frankly, we were scared—but determined, because we believed television was 
an advance in the art of broadcasting; and as broadcasters, we should either 
vet into television or sell our radio station to someone who had the courage, 
foresight, and money to bring this service to our community. We had faith, 
so we mortgaged our future as well as all our assets to enter this new but 
compatible field 

Let it be noted that not once in our efforts to make radio broadcasting profit- 
able, or in our consideration of entering television, did we consider : 

(1) Coming to the FCC with an appeal for help in an attempt to force a 
network affiliation; or 

(2) Running to our Congressman or Senators or Congress crying for subsidy 
or preferential treatment when the going got rough. 

We had studied the matter carefully and determined upon our policy. We 
felt that we had estimated as well as we could the risks involved, and that we 
had prepared for those risks. If our judgment was faulty, we had no one to 
blame but ourselves; and no matter how bitter the medicine might be, we were 
prepared to take it. 

That the resolve and decision proved sound to date cannot be charged against 
us as a fault or as a desire to monopolize television operations or channels in 
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our community. At the time, three VHF channels were available in the Quad 
Cities. Anyone who could meet the FCC requirements as did we and WOC-TY, 
Davenport, could have secured the additional VHF channel, very likely without 
a contest. As it looks now—after nearly 4 years of operation—a third TV 
channel in this market, either VHF or UHF, would be economically hazardous 
indeed. 

On the basis of present costs and business potential, the market, although a 
good one, would not, in our opinion, profitably support three strong stations 
One would be hanging on and the other two would be hurt. The public interest 
would not, therefore, be well served. 

A condition such as the present is one which we believe to be substantially 
economic and not subject to solution by an attempt of Government to regulate 
business or free competitive enterprise. Only future growth of our com- 
munities holds the answer. 

The situation is not a new one. Newspapers faced it for years. Not so 
many years ago, cities of the size of ours had two or more newspapers; and 
the total number in the Nation was far in excess of what it is today. Failures, 
mergers, and sales brought the number of daily newspapers down to what their 
communities could support, and, in doing, brought out the strongest possible 
managements and soundest public policies. The result is that the public is 
hetter served today, with fewer but economically sound newspapers, than ever 
hefore in the Nation’s history. 

In the war of economic attrition which all business must face under our free- 
enterprise system, the newspapers which failed or had to quit did not rush to 
the Government asking for help so that they could continue at the expense and 
weakening of their competition. They took the calculated risk—and the result— 
in the traditional American way. 

As it happened, while WHBF-T'V had only a short period of loss before break- 
ing even and then into the profit phase, we had no assurance whatever that this 
might occur so soon, if at all, when we entered the field. 

The opportunity to get in was open to all; but it was not until profits—big 
profits—materialized for the early pioneers who faced and survived staggering 
initial financial losses, that the rank and file swarmed to get on the bandwagon. 

Because the picture has faded under the onslaught of added competition and 
rapidly rising costs—and, indeed, is gone completely for many—there has been 
a rising clamor for help from the FCC and the Government to the end that 
the weak be kept economically alive through other than their own abilities and 
resources and capacities. 

Mark you, there has been no public clamor—the noise is coming from the 
operators. 

WHBF-TV has moved steadily forward until as of now we have more than 
a million dollars in our radio-television investment. We face and have prepared 
to make additional investment this year and next of from one-quarter to half a 
million dollars in equipment necessary for color, plus improvement in our present 
facilities. This is a conservative estimate. 

The Quad City market on a national basis is rated as the 82d in size popu- 
lationwise. It is an important industrial and defense center. In sales it ranks 
high: in effective buying income it ranks high and above the national average. 
It is the farm-implement manufacturing center of the world. 

The two VHF stations serving this market on channels 4 and 6 are operating 
with 100 kilowatts and delivering an excellent signal and service in this area. 
Reliable survey sources and distributors estimate that our two stations ade- 
quately serve 262,000 television homes. With the best programs of all 4 net 
works available to viewers during operations carried on for nearly 5 years, 
virtually all of the receivers in this market area are VHF. No UHF stations 
place a signal into this area sufficient to cause a demand for UHF receivers 
or converters, with the result that here you find buc very few so equipped and 
virtually no demand, according to the retailers and distributors of TV receiving 
sets. 

More VHF upstairs would work a severe economic hardship on these thou 
sands who now are happy with their television service; and from our experience 
as to their reaction when this service is curtailed or interrupted—from what- 
ever cause—the FCC and Congress would be deluged with burning missives from 
outraged citizens in a veritable killing frame of mind. We would shrink from 
being on the receiving end of the clamor thus precipitated. It would make the 
present illusionary UHF operators’ gale seem by comparison only a soft and 
whispering breeze. 
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If the present VHF industry is to be moved bodily from one sphere to another, 
then it is up to Government to foot the bill, paying all involved—operators and 
set owners—the full amount of their investment, plus damages, if any, which 
occur as a result of such a wholesale displacement. That is only fair, because 
the mistake, if any was made by Government—certainly not by the operators 
who have complied with the FCC regulations and requirements, and the people, 
who have proceeded enthusiastically and lovingly to embrace television, having 
faith in those who have provided it—both Government and private enterprise. 

The present situation, we are convinced, will right itself if permitted to pro- 
ceed along democratic, free enterprise lines—just as has been the history of 
radio and all other business. The people will be served—and those who have 
the ability and facilities will serve them—if left alone by other than fair rules 
of the game. 

The engineering brains of the electronic industry will evolve ways and means 
so that the public demand is met, in all parts of the country, without subsidies 
or protection or preferential treatment to those who through mistaken judg- 
ment or limited abilities and experience, or both, seem to feel that they should 
be maintained in business despite economic realities and at the expense of 
those who had the courage and willingness to pioneer in the field. 

After all, who is complaining and raising all the hubbub? Certainly not the 
public. Let us not be carried away by the clamor of the few who are not 
crying out in behalf of the people, but rather because of their own economic 
plight and selfish interests. 


CENTRAL BROADCASTING Co., Station WOC-TFYV, Davenport, Iowa 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 6 7 


Channels allocated to community: 

(Davenport-Rock Island-Moline) : 4, 6, 12. 
VHF stations operating in community : Channels 4, 6. 
UNF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 
Channels contested: None. 
Construction permits outstanding: None. 


STATEMENT OF CENTRAL BROADCASTING CO., DAVENPORT, IOWA 


The Central Broadcasting Co., licensee of WOC-TV, Davenport, Iowa, wishes 
to go on record as opposing proposals made by UHF group to eliminate or change 
present VHF—-UHF plan. 

WOC-TV, Davenport, Iowa, went on the air in October 1949, the first station 
in its area. Receiver population was an estimated 400. Since no live inter- 
connected network was available, program resources were limited to what 
could be produced locally, plus film and kinescope service that could be pur- 
chased from suppliers or provided by network. Lack of live network inter- 
connection had effect of slowing down growth of set population as compared 
with cities with live network. 

Economic support of station during first 18 months of operation was very 
slow, and station experienced an operating loss of approximately $200,000 
during that period. Initial investment in studios and equipment amounted to 
more than $600,000. 

Further difficulties were incurred when reallocations of channels by FCC 
caused change from channel 5 to channel 6. Cost of this changeover, com- 
bined with increase to maximum power, required an outlay of an additional 
$300,000. 

Any reduction or limitation of coverage area would seriously and adversely 
affect this station’s operation and service in the public interest. 

We estimate that at least 25 percent of the area’s sets or more than 66,000 would 
be obsolete with advent of exclusive UHF transmission. If all remaining sets 
were converted, cost would be $40 to $60 per set or total of $6 million. Also, 
it would take 5 years or more for the UHF stations to deliver service to 265,000 
homes now receiving the WOC-TV picture. 

Respectfully submitted. 


RatpH Evans, 
Erecutive Vice President. 
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HurcHinson TV, Inc., Statrion KTVH, HurcHinson, Kans. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 12 


Channels allocated to community: 12, 18. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 12. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


[Telegram ] 


HUTCHINSON, KANsS., June 1, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This is response to a wire from Bartlett, Harris, Reinsch, and Sugg and others 
requesting information regarding our situation. This does not designate your 
firm to represent us in any way but you are privileged to use this information 
in Potter subcommittee hearings if applicable. 

KTVH was constructed under the FCC rules. Such rules permitted a base of 
200,000 homes within its 1 millivolt contour. From that point on, the transmitter 
location, size and equipment of studio, height of tower, transmitter power, and 
all other factors of the facility were gaged to provide maximum service per- 
mitted. Restrictions not known or contemplated at time of grant, which are 
placed subsequently on our facility would definitely damage and injure our 
station, its service and its many viewers, and would irreparably injure and 
damage our stockholders who invested their money to provide television for the 
people of central Kansas. 

Television operations are expensive whether they are UHF or VHF. Each 
station must serve a sufficient number of homes to justify the investment and 
the operating overhead. It is our opinion that we serve the minimum number 
sufficient for a proper television operation. 

Situation in regard to UHF and VHF in this State was revealed in November 1 
survey by Nielsen. As of that date only 9 percent of the homes in television 
counties could receive UHF signals; but 37 percent could receive VHF signals, 

It must be clearly understood that a market such as ours in central Kansas 
must cover much more geography than stations where there are many metro- 
politan centers close together. Almost two-thirds of the KTVH coverage poten- 
tial is located in small towns and on farms. In our opinion these communities 
are far too small to afford television of any description and therefore they are 
dependent upon VHF signals for their television. 

Building a television station in a minimum-sized market is difficult and ex 
pensive and success and proper service are possible only if our station continues 
on its present course. Any restrictions upon it for coverage, power, etc., would, 
in effect, be punitive. 

HurcHInson TV, INc., 
W. D. P. Carey, President, 
Howarp O. Pererson, General Manager 





THe Rapto Station KFH Co., Wicutra, KANns. 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community : 3, 10, 16, 22.” 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 16. 
Channels applied for: Channel 3. 

Channels contested: Channel 3. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 10. 


1 Reserved for noncommercial educational use 
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The radio station KFH Co. of Wichita, Kans. is an applicant for the VHF 
channel 3. VHF channel 10 and UHF channel 16 are also assigned to Wichita. 
This company owns and operates KFH, a regional AM station, which just cele- 
brated its 32d anniversary. It also owns and operates KFH-FM which is soon 
marking its sixth anniversary. 

This company in the early days of operating the AM station, endured finan- 
cial losses, Whereas had it been a clear channel outlet profits would have been 
assured; however, typical American enterprise and business ingenuity prevailed 
and losses were turned into profits. This company has been operating an FM 
station for almost 6 consecutive years, 19 hours every day. To date our FM 
station is a complete financial failure but we regard this as our responsibility 
and we are not seeking relief from any senatorial group. We believe that we 
still might find a solution to our FM dilemma just as we did for our AM prop- 
erty in the early thirties. We do not believe that the solution to our FM prob- 
lem is to shift all AM station assignments into the FM band, nor do we contend 
that some sections of the country should be assigned all AM channels and some 
sections all FM channels. We were assigned an FM license by the FCC for 
the express purpose of rendering a public service with the hope of financial 
reward. We assumed completely all financial and programing risks. No one 
guaranteed FM network program service at a profit. 

This company decided to enter the television field in the summer of 1948 but 
before the application could be finalized we were caught in the freeze. Upon 
the issuance of the revised allocation plan this company decided to take the 
longer and the more expensive route into television by applying for the more 
sought after and proved VHF facility rather than the untried UHF channel 
because it was patent to our business judgment that the VHF channel incurred 
fewer financial risks. Every AM, FM and TV broadcaster knows that given 
the opportunity to serve a larger number of people, and by rendering a better 
service, attracts more advertisers. Many advertisers use network service and 
the networks wanting to serve their advertisers best, choose that station which 
reaches the largest audience. However, as a channel 3 applicant, we have not 
been guaranteed network service nor has any network official even implied to 
us that we could expect service. No one has guaranteed to us that we will 
make a profit. In fact, if we are fortunate enough to be awarded a VHF license, 
we anticipate a substantial loss for our first period of telecasting. These are 
normal business risks which we are willing to assume. We have invested many 
thousands of dollars in our TV hearing for a VHF channel. This, too, is a 
normal business risk, but a little out of the ordinary. However, a new freeze 
on VHF assignments or a new reallocation plan simply for the purpose of 
affording financial or programing relief to a few UHF broadcasters would create 
for this company an unfair burden. Let American ingenuity prevail for the 
ultimate solution of the problems of the UHF broadcasters. 

FRANK V. WEss, 
Vice President and General Manager. 


WAVE Inc., Station WAVE-TYV, Lovtsviute, Ky. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community : 3, 11, 157%, 21, 41, 51. 
VHF stations operating in community : Channels 8, 11. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 21, 41. 


STATEMENT OF NATHAN Lorp, or Lovutsviite, Ky. 


I am and have been during the periods herein mentioned, the executive vice 
president of WAVE, Inc., Louisville, Ky.; WAVE, Inc. began telecasting in 
Louisville, Ky., on November 24, 1948, on channel 5 pursuant to authority of the 
Federal Communications Commission; at that time the best estimate obtainable 
indicated there were no more than 2,000 television sets capable of receiving 
signals from WAVE-TV. 


———— 


? Reserved for noncommercial educational use. 
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WAVE, Inc. sustained an operating loss on its telecasting operations for the 
year 1948 in the amount of $65,306; for the year 1948 WAVE, Inc. spent $275,173 
for technical equipment used in its television operations. 

During the year 1949, WAVE, Ine. lost $74,744 on its television operations 
and spent an additional $88,712 on property used in its television operations. 

For the first 5 months of the year 1950 WAVE, Inc., lost $2,681 on its tele 
vision operations; over the first 18 months’ period of its operation the number 
of television sets capable of receiving its signal had increased to 34,000. 

During the initial 18 months’ period of loss, WAVE, Inc. relied heavily on 
local sports programs and other local originations rather than on network pro 
grams although for a major portion of that time WAVE, Inc. was affiliated 
with four networks; that a report furnished the Commission after its 1949 
operations indicated that only 25.94 percent of its total broadcast time or the 
period covered by that report was serviced by network commercial and sus 
taining programs, 

At the end of May 1954, there were estimated to be 386,791 television sets 
capable of receiving its signal; any change in the present allocations of wave 
lengths or reallocation would seriously affect its present viewers adversely and 
therefore would not be in the public interest; any change in the present rules 
relating to network affiliation would seriously affect the quality of its present 
program service and would therefore not be in the public interest. 

lor the reasons hereinabove set forth, he opposes any proposals which might 
directly or indirectly affect televiewers in the WAVE-TV present service area 
by degrading or reducing the service presently available to 386,791 set owners 

He opposes any change in the basic economic pattern (private enterprise) by 
Way of subsidy or other governmental assistance because he believes such would 
not be in the public interest nor would conform to the United States system of free 
enterpris?. 

He favors any reasonable proposals which would aid in the production and 
distribution of television sets, and any technological developments by way of 
booster stations or other methods of improving service. 





STATEMENT OF CALCASIEU BROADCASTING Co., LAKE CHARLES, La. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 7 


Channels allocated to community: 7, 19,’ 25, 60. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 25. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 7. 


CALCASIEU BROADCASTING CO., 
Lake Charles, La., May 81, 1954. 
PIERSON & BALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We have been advised that an informal group composed of 
prominent telecasters have employed your firm to represent them in connection 
with the Potter hearings, the Senate subcommittee investigating UHF problems 

We are most anxious to join with these gentlemen in opposing the elimination 
of intermixture of VHF and UHF: the allocation of all television stations to 
the UHF band exclusively and the imposition of any freeze upon application 
proceedings or upon the issuance of operating authority already granted and 
the reduction and limitation of the coverage areas of VHF stations. 

The FCC granted to our company a construction permit for the building of 
a VHF television station on channel 7 in Lake Charles. We have already pur 
chased our equipment and, with the exception of the antenna itself, practically 
95 percent of the equipment is on hand. A self-supporting tower with an overall 
height, including antenna, of 474 feet has been purchased and the tower is in 
the process of being delivered this week; pouring of the foundations for this 
tower will start within the next day or so. This, coupled with the fact that 


we purchased property at a cost of $75,000 and have entered into a contract 
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for the remodeling of this property, work on which has already started, in an 
amount whieh will exceed $80,000, would make our position untenable, should 
the FCC eliminate the intermixture of UHF and VHF stations since there is 
now a UHF station operating in Lake Charles, as well as the imposition of any 
freeze which would in any way prevent us from carrying out the contracts 
which we have made and which are in effect and being fulfilled at this time. 
Any action which might be taken by the United States Senate or FCC which 
would have the effect of stopping or holding up the construction of our VHF 
station on channel 7, construction permit for which has been previously granted 
by the FCC, would have a disastrous effect financially on our company, as well 
as result in many viewers throughout this area being unable to get grade A 
television service. We have spent, or obligated our company to spend, approxi- 
mately half a million dollars to carry out this construction permit granted by 
the FCC and we most certainly hope that no action will be taken by the Senate 
subcommittee which would in any way hold up contruction as has been previ- 
ously authorized by the FCC. 
Yours very truly, 
Davip WILSON. 





STATEMENT or WDSU Broapcastine Corp., Station WDSU-TV, New OBLEANS, 
La, 


Operator OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community : 4, 6, 87 20, 26, 32, 61. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 6. 
UHF stations operating in community : Channel 61. 
Channels applied for: Channel 4. 

Channels contested: Channel 4. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 20, 26, 32. 


STATEMENT OF WDSU BroapDcAstinea Core. 


WDSU-TYV began its air operations on channel 6 on December 18, 1948, as the 
first television station in the city of New Orleans, in the State of Louisiana, and 
also in the 4-State area of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Arkansas. 

The present owners of the WDSU properties acquired the AM and FM stations 
in New Orleans from E. A. Stephens, Fred Weber, and H. G. Wall in November 
1948. Among the assets and liabilities acquired with AM and FM properties 
was a construction permit for television channel 6. Mr. Weber has testified in 
this hearing as the ex-operator of UHF channel 46 in Atlantic City, N. J., which 
station went off the air in May of 1954. 

At the time WDSU-TV began operations, there were only 47 other television 
stations on the air in the entire country, and approximately 1 million receiving 
sets were in the hands of the American people; most of them in New York, 
Chicago, Los Angeles, and other cities where television was at least 2 or 8 years 
old. There was at that time considerable doubt as to how soon, if ever, tele- 
casting would become a profitable business. 

The WDSU-TV management had estimated that its television station would 
probably have to operate at a loss for a period as long as 5 years. It is note- 
worthy that construction permits issued for channels 4 and 7 in New Orleans 
in January 1947 and January 1948, respectively, were surrendered by their 
holders in 1949, rather clearly indicating that they too viewed a venture into 
television at that time as a very dubious business risk. 

From the very beginning of its operation, WDSU-TV faced a hard battle on 
several fronts. It had virtually no program material; a program schedule for 
the week of December 19, 1948, is attached and marked exhibit A. The increase 
in the number of receiving sets was painfully slow, as indicated by the circula- 
tion figures compiled by New Orleans Public Service, Inc., on the list attached 
and marked exhibit B. It was extremely difficult to interest either local or net- 
work advertisers in purchasing a facility with so little circulation, even at the 
pitifully low rate of $100 per hour. It was also slow and painstaking work to 
assemble and train a competent staff for the operation and management of the 
station in an area where television was virtully unknown. 


1 Reserved for noncommercial educational use. 
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For the year ending December 31, 1949, the losses on WDSU-TV were 
$943,898.58; for the following year, they were $116,333.07. For the year 1951 
and thereafter, the television operations have shown a profit. The station has 
been affiliated with all four national networks, and has carried network programs 
originated by each of them. In addition to its commercial and sustaining net- 
work traffic, the station has carried a large number of locally produced live and 
film programs on both a sustaining and a commercial basis. A copy of its 
current program schedule is attached and marked exhibit C. 

In November of 1953, a UHF station, WJMR-TV, commenced its operation in 
New Orleans on channel 61. That station is presently broadcasting some of the 
network programs hitherto broadcast by WDSU-TV, other network programs 
not previously seen in the New Orleans market, and various local programs, 
primarily on film. The set circulation figures attached as exhibit B indicate 
that as of the present time there are in the New Orleans area 45,966 sets capable 
of receiving the UHF signal. Subttacting these from the total estimated by 
New Orleans Public Service to be in the WDSU-TYV area, there remain 208,518 
sets which rely upon WDSU-TYV for television service. 

In addition to channels 6 and 61, the FCC has also allocated to New Orleans 
VHF frequencies 4 and 8, and UHF frequencies 20, 26, and 32. Chanel § has 
been reserved for educational purposes. Channel 4 is involved in a contest 
among three applicants. Construction permits were granted without contest 
to applicants for channels 20, 26, and 32; thus far we have received no infor- 
mation that any of the grantees have proceeded with construction. 

The owners of WDSU-TYV are solely engaged in the business of radio ana 
television broadcasting. They have made a close study of the television chan- 
nels available in communities in the Deep South, with a possible view of engag- 
ing in other operations in certain of those communities. In this connection 
it has been incumbent upon them to make a thorough investigation of the rela- 
tive desirability of UHF and VHF facilities. By and large, they have con- 
cluded that at the present time UHF is not equally competitive with VHF with 
respect to the efficacy and coverage of its signal, the availability of comparably 
developed transmitting and receiving equipment, and with respect to its rela- 
tive attractiveness to advertisers. 

We are inclined to view that time will cure, in very large measure at least, 
these relative deficiencies. We also believe that there are certain existing 
situations in which a UHF operation can be successful. For example, the only 
investment which we have thus far concluded in a radio and television opera- 
tion other than that in New Orleans is the purchase of approximately 20 per 
cent of the Modern Broadcasting Co., which operates a radio station (WAFB) 
and UHF television station (WAFB-TYV, channel 28) in Baton Rouge. At the 
present time, and for well over a year now, WAFB-TYV has been the only tele- 
vision station operating in Baton Rouge. There is one VHF channel allocated to 
that city. In the circumstances, it appears that there will be sufficient television 
business to accommodate two stations, and we are inclined to believe that 
WAFB-TV is entitled to anticipate securing a sufficient percentage of the volume 
of business to sustain a profitable operation. 

As we have indicated above, any investment in television made as of 5 or 
more years ago was subject to such great uncertainty that very little risk capital 
was available for that purpose. AS soon as some of the earlier operations began 
to show profits, however, a new and unbounded optimism developed about the 
future of television. Many people rushed to make application in situations 
where any thorough scrutiny of the technical and economic issues involved would 
have restrained them. The relative difficulties of operation in the ultrahigh 
frequencies was apparent to all who had made any study of it. One had also 
only to look at the operations in multiple-station markets such as New York, 
Los Angeles, Chicago, and Atlanta to determine that there were apparently 
very few cities in the country which could profitably sustain more than three 
television stations regardless of whether these operations were in the very 
high or ultrahigh frequencies. 

As we look forward into the future, we are convinced that, because of the large 
capital investments involved in television operations, enhanced as they soon will 
be by investments in color equipment, the number of television stations which 
will ultimately survive will be in hundreds rather than thousands, the total 
probably roughly comparable to the number of daily newspapers. We believe 
that in none but the largest metropolitan markets will there be more than three 
stations, and that a total of six or seven hundred stations will be all that can 
survive economically. Natural limitations of program resources and advertis- 
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ing revenues will, in our opinion, necessarily bring about this result. It is 
significant to note that a single television network produces each year many times 
the number of clock-hours of entertainment produced by the entire motion- 
picture industry. The number of new shows appearing on Broadway each year 
could not program a single network for a week. 

if our prediction is correct, there will undoubtedly be many television opera- 
tions in both the very high and ultrahigh frequencies which will, in the natural 
course of things, be unable to sustain themselves. This is a necessary character- 
istic of free competition. It is our frank opinion that any attempt, however well 
meaning, artificially to support a system, the elements of which cannot sustain 
themselves in free competition would, ultimately adversely affect the public 
interest. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Rozerr D. Swezey, 


Keecutive Vice President. 


ExHipit A 


Dec. 19, Sunday: Dec. 23, Thursday : 
2:00 Holy Cross versus Loyola of 6:30 Patterns in Music 
Baltimore (City Park) (c) 6:50 Coming attractions 
6:15 Patterns in Music 7:00 Hollywood Screen Test 
6:30 Allen Dale (c) (sof) (sof) 
6:45 Disney News (c) (sof) 7:30 Pat Tobin (c) 
6:40 Music Soundy (sof) 7:45 Newsreel (c) 
7: 00 Philco Playhouse (sof) (c) 7:55 Local news 
8:00 Telenews (c) (s¢f) 8:00 Prelude to Victory (sof) 
8:20 Roving Camera (sof) 8:45 Sportbeams (c) (sof) 
8:30 Korda film (c) (sof) 9:00 American’s Town Meeting 
9:00 Korda film (c) (sof) (sof) 
10:00 Sine 10:00 Sine 
Dec. 20, Monday: Dec. 24, Friday: 
Off 5:30 Holmes Carolers (remote) 
Dec. 21, Tuesday : (c) 
6:30 Patterns in Music 6:30 Patterns in Music 
6:50 Coming attractions (slides— 6:50 Coming attractions 
live announcer ) 7:00 Howdy Doody (sof) 
7:00 Air Power Peace Power 7:30 Pat Tobin (c) 
(sof) 7:45 Newsreel (c) 
7:30 Pat Tobin (c) 7:55 Local news 
7:45 Newsreel (c) (film—live an- 8:00 Doorway to Fame (c) (sof) 
nouncer and music) 8:30 Singing Lady (sof) 
7:55 Local news (stills—live an- 9:00 Xmas show (Jax) (sof) 
nouncer ) 9:15 Child’s World (sof) 
8:00 Actor's Studio (sof) y.30 Fashions on Parade (sof) 
8:30 Gay Nineties Revue (sof) 10.00 Sine 
9:00 Amateur Hour (sof) Dec. 25, Saturday : 
10:00 Sine 3:0u Horse Races (c) 
Dec. 22, Wednesday : 4:00 
6:30 Patterns in Music 6:30 Paiterns in Music 
6:50 Coming attractions 6:50 Coming attractions 
7:00 On Trial (sof) 7:00 Club Seven (sof) 
7:30 Pat Tobin (c) 7:30 Pat Tobin (c) 
7:45 Newsreel (c) 7:45 Newsreel (c) 
7:55 Local news 7:55 Local News 
8:00 Meet the Boss (live camera) 8:09 Cartoon Teletales (sof) 
8:15 Woman Speaks (sof) 8:30 Feature Western (sof) 
8:25 TV Closeups (sof) 9:39 Critic at Large (sof) 
8:30 Winkie Watchman (sof) 10:00 Sine 
8:40 Crossword Quiz (live cam- 
era) 
9:00 Court of Current Issues 
(sof) 


10:00 Sine 
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ExHisir B 


TV set installations 


lotal sets Total sets 

Total sets overall UHF 
Period ending metropolitan | WDSU-TV equipped 
New Orleans coverage and con- 

area verted 





Oct. 31, 1949 8, 069 
I 31, 1949 14, 300 
Dec 1, 1950 47,176 
Dee 31, 1951 78, 377 
1, 1952 149, 72 
Dec 1, 1953 188, 14( 4,711 
Apr. 30, 1954 196, 927 45, Obit 
source: New Orleans Public Service, Ine 


New OrLEANS Pupstic Service, INC., 
New Orleans, La., May 24, 1954. 
Mr. Roperr D. SWeEZEY, 
Harecutive Vice President, 
WDSU Broadcasting Services, New Orleans, La. 

Dear Bos: During the month of April, 4,479 television receivers were sold in 
the area served by WDSU-TV (including 1,893 sets sold by dealers in the New 
Orleans area) bringing the total number of sets sold as of May 1 to 254,484. 

Of the number of sets sold in the New Orleans area during April, 1,893 are 
equipped to receive UHF, bringing the total number of sets equipped to receive 
UHF as of May 1 to 27,237. 

Tuners and channel 61 strips reported sold by these sources during the month 
of April total 705. 

This report does not include UHF receivers or conversion equipment sold 
outside the New Orleans area. 


UHF summary 


Number of UHF-equipped receivers reported sold to date____- 27,237 
Number of UHF tuners and strips reported sold to date______________- 18,729 
Total__ pice dees ac ash pas py wane Gi UNIT esp ea Nn cc cra ac ita 45,966 


Sincerely, 
K. N. AveGNo, Dealer Sales Manager. 


EXHIBIT © 


WDSU-TV—Channel 6, New Orleans—Weekly program schedule No. 23 
May 30, 1954 


[See footnote for symbols] 


SUNDAY 

9:45 Test pattern and tone 

10:05 Morning prayer__..-.-----~-- Seip titite bei igelowededdote at diate aS 
10:10 World news sc iagicec aa el cescak Negi Sacinsnis an a nantes gn daca adeeanoati i XB. 
10:15 The Christopher program___- wiih ilipaetguicsaciaela acai tastcatace F., 
0 a ee ist. cease ee tiantatnieies a A 
11:00 Trinity Church Beth ack de teecteac aban emameianemia _. Rem, 
12:00 The Work Shop (part) —------ Sait tiation 
12:30 Holmes and Gardens (D. H. Holmes) _ Sabtokiail te be LSXB. 
1:30 Aristo Blue (Aristo-Blue Chinchillas) ........._____. FYXB. 
1:45 Art Linkletter and the kids (General Baking Co.) i ae 

2:00 You Are There (Electric Co. advertising program) CBS/K. 
2 ee Oa. | gcc ct suceeded Sele scion ad hse 


48550—54—_56 
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30 
°45 
3:00 
3:30 


7:00 


May 30, 1954—Continued 


SUNDAY—continued 


Hallmark Playhouse (Hallmark Cards)____-_________. NBC/CA. 
Kukla, Fran and Ollie (Swift & Co.)_--_______________ NBC/CA 
Tulane Closeup ecules tee 

Wild Bill Hickok (Kelloggs)_._________ esialieatbaminiaceiacimaiicii F. 

Cheer Television Theater (P. & G.) __.________________ NBC/CA. 
Mr. Peepers (Reynolds Metals Co.) _..__-______________ NBC/CA., 
Nn TE CS NBC/CA. 


Television Playhouse (Philco) - Leer 


The Loretta Young Show (P. &G.)- shined teenies NBC/CA. 
Crown Theater (Kirschman’s)____ ascia/nienceligiacalianeasiial FLS. 
Home Town Rhythm (D. H. Holmes) _ ea ma oa LS. 
WDSU-TYV Newscast (Consolidated Companies)____-_. FLS. 
Eversharp Theater (Eversharp) — pe Giggs stnchpeties’ be 

Ozzie and Harriet (Lambert P harmac al Co. a ipkisedh F, 


G. E. Theater (General Electric) ________ tiene ceeee. CBS/K. 
Make Room for Daddy (Lucky Strike) _______________. F, 
sadge No. 714 (Formula No. 9)__ ; sient F. 


Feature movie lintel by nchke Mav ansinientiteliietyasigtisi een 
Nitecap news and spor RIO atin soties cts pean eae XBET. 
Prayer for peace ale te iain ella tis cae I oe XET. 
MONDAY 
Sagviewitupe O0WG2 sles aes a XB. 
Today (various network sponsors) ________________... NBCO/OA. 
Today (various network sponsors) ~._________ js SUU NBC/CA. 
Today in New Orleans _ oe ee 
Today (various network sponsors). det tS JO et NBC/CA. 
Today in New Orleans _- sicacteetenermerminamthintideg eee FLSXB. 
Ding Dong School se ee ed Tae hl I 
One Man’s Family..___... .ciewuiss_— Pi si tttiasn teieathi NBC/CA. 
Three Steps to Heaven (P. & G.)_____________________. NBC/CA, 
Home (various network sponsors)___-___-___________. NBC/CA. 
Bride and Groom (Jergens)_.....__-______ iinet: TAREE Rae 


OUTRUN ITN ein chic hb a sp a accccetis encima sup eleiniacaesnis’ 


Search for Tomorrow (P. & G.)__- saititibintn dagienginntaa Ta 
The Guiding Light (P. & G.)_--__________-_ ois saeiiapennast Mae 
Garry Moedre (ierores) 3 kk eke CBS/K. 


CCD nc rh ieee a. d ett CBS/K. 


Strike Et-Tiem (OColmate) a eee nk hen CBS/K. 
News at Noon Seige rial evieaatini tinea Daipiictiapenaelanbiaite lites Ln 

Our House (part) ao Deeg anne lanraeteines Ean 

New Orleans Cookbook (part) —- ----- wo tna vislainliaptasnmataet AE 

7we Tee Payor (OOM) mente ewrennd<eie~ . CBS/CA 
Kate Smith ue scabicniminiaee viii Sanpete NBC/CA 
ne TRO nn KAS alate NBC/CA 
Welcome Travelers (P. & G.) aii eee NBC/CA 
Gu Boar Account (P. & G.) 0 sss NBC/CA 
Love of Life (American Home Products) _—~~~ _~___-_- CBS/CA. 
Shadow Stumpers (part) — amontigine detente. adh ._ LS. 
Howdy Doody (Standard Brands) anmenme «ip binkaad UO 
Howdy Doody (Standard Brands)_---------________ NBC/CA. 
Bayou Bill (Minute Maid) -_---~- ar LS. 
Garry Moore (Norge) ..-+....4:-:.~<.-- wlueaibieleen> CBS/K. 
mowers Borker (OTC) <6 ons deg estan dooets! be 
Movie Quick Quis (Hols#am)—.....—~..4...-..+..- FLS. 
Johnny Mac Brown (Gold Seal) - a FLS. 
The Tony Martin Show (Toni) _-------------------.. NBC/CA 
Camel News Caravan (Camels) —------~-- sein tellin ‘ a 
Name That Tune (Block Drug Co.)-—------~- windiepiameme Sa T ae 
Voice of Firestone (Firestone) —_- s pnicantibiciaioe ety 


Mr. District Attorney (Carter P roducts) i aalialaeillasilewen F. 





3 
{ 
4 
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MONDAY—continued 


7:30 Robert Montgomery Presents the American Tobacco NBC/CA. 
Theater (Lucky Strike). 

8:30 Famous Playhouse (R. G. Lafaye & Co., food brokers)_ I 

9:00 Haso- Reporter - (isms) olics sialic iF 


9:15 President Eisenhower speech__......._____ picid id 

10:00 I Love Lucy (Philip Morris) ~........______ ; Cc F. 
10:30 Do YoeRneow Why? .(Pan: Am)... oun cnc -22si1 8: 

10:35 HBMaruionp: Mall (pere}osc. tc... ina LS. 
11:00 Weather Tower (Shell Oil Co.) -.-________ aia LS. 

Se ee eee 

11:15 Studio One (Westinghouse) —.....__..___:__-- _.. OBS /K. 
12:15 Nitecap News and Sports Results_._.........----..._.. XBDT., 
12:25 Prayer for Peace___-_~- ioe: alelsinohidltiandds eaiadediteapctanenena sane - mur. 

TUESDAY 

5:55 Agriculture News_-_- ~~ 4 ied panama ee 

6:00 Today (various network sponors) - scmnianaeinedon wosepaeel Ey Ee, 
7:00 Today (various network sponsors)... ~~- aed NBC/CA. 
7:25 Today in New Orleans_- enemies iattimiaiondeeiianienaninsncatinc tek aan an 
7:30 Today (various network sponsors) sreuniacamedniedemmonen NBC/CA, 
71:55 Qeday in New OAs. .................... x RAMA 
8:00 “Epi meee Wem. ok eee ee ._.. NBC/CA. 
8:80 One Man’s Family__-_-- ; “ Ps _e a ee ee 
8:45 Three Steps to Heaven (P. & G.)--------_-_-.__-___-__ NBC/CA. 
9:00 Home (various network sponsors). ...-----~_~- _. NBC/CA. 
10:00 Bride and Groom____---~ aeuliae nnn cree meena NBC/CA. 
10:15 Hawkins Falls pai lh alice oeeieieaeceas nee ha hog 
10:30 Search for Tomorrow (P. & G.)..................... €Bs/CA. 
10:45 The Guiding Light (P. & G.)----._------. sceag nt teen ae On. 
11:00 ‘Gang deeore "(Swit ® C0.) ois ns... en enennneeesea OCBS/K. 
11:15 Ask the Doctor (Maison Blane he) __ ; a i a LS. 
11:30 Strike It Rich (Colgate)_-__- os slhsacanthienetedh wnrninheon aa 
12:00 News at Noon a sinless oetaiinapeiaipaaiteatiaaitaaiiatteiedacee 
12:05 Our House (part) —--- seethiasiaall se cadena 
12:30 New Orleans Cookbook (part aa ae leanne LS. 

1:00 Holmes Ladies Journal (D. H. Holmes) - lat aa LS. 

1:30 Kate Smith- SRASL Aelia cecilia bid eitan ceennse’ “ 
1:45 Kate Smith (Dow C ‘he mical CDi FB cn cdnntodriiesteetin’s onatin, Use. 
3:00 Welcome Travelers. (©. Gi) acccc cnc ceed tse 
2:30 On Your Account (P. & G.) A , NBC/CA. 
3:00 Love of Life (American Home P rodue ts) so sipaensttegtin~ Ve 
3:15 Magie Tree- = seta atti Nt ita aca LS. 

3:30 Howdy Doody (Kelloggs) ._........................ NBC/OA, 
3:45 Howdy Doody (Colgate) Dedigatiindermdititiemnnd TL aa 
4:00 Garry Moore (Seeman Bros.)-----..-...------_-.-.. CBS/K. 
1:15 Garry Moore (Best Foods) -__- Sait lalinensi cmsven, QED Eh. 
1:30 Maggie and Me (part) ---- nacninsiinlian eats een Sf * 

1:45 Movie Quick Quiz (part) 7 mtenengh bintheell ast ee 
5:00 Mrs. Muffin Birthday Party (part) sittin tape italien ld ae 

5:30 Dinah Shore (Chevrolet) sacieaain tiated Rate T ETc 
5:45 Camel News Caravan (Camels)... ~~ - --«~+ NBC/CA. 
6:00 Bob Hope (General Foods) —-- souk [ae = — lf 
7:00 Fireside Theater (P. & G.) pil dan titties tae anit Rid: beewed, SE 
7:30 Top Shows of 1954 (Helene C urtis Ind. ees a NBG/CA. 
8:00 Truth or Consequences (Old Gold) -----.--.--...... NBC/OA. 
8:30 Budweiser Theater ( Budweiser) ~~~ steeatieenie aa 
9:00 Hebe-Heporter (Meso)... ssthbintaiss atésatdnns : i aa 
9:15 World of Sports and Weatherman ( Jae) sinodnouuas BIA. 
%:30 Favorite Story (Maison Blanche) biel Sci ie vitae, Se 


Le > | 
4 


10:00 Heart of the City (Falstaff) -- heeeiidiaiais wtdaow ‘ 
10:30 Do You Know Why (Pan Am) sae. \ enum F, 
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TUESDA Y—continued 








10:35 Dateline--New Orleans__. idesiittiship lew —idicaapeibitecans cc r 
11:00 Weather T'ower (Shell Oil Co.) rinlcktlestah thie tne LS. € 
11:05 Leavitt’s Scoreboard______- a ii nial ‘ae 7 
11:15 Rocky King (American Chicle and Serutan)- sone sins 7 
11:45 The Main Event of Championship Wrestling ( Tafan) - F, 7 
12:45 Nitecap News and Sports Results___-__-~- 0s) Seen 7 
12:55 Prayer for Peace___- ee eee ee ee < 
- 
WEDNESDAY ¢ 
5:55 Agriculture News : . XB. . 
6:00 Today (various network sponsors) n-ne re 1 
7:00 Today (various network sponsors) --.. NBC/CA 1K 
7:25 Today in New Orleans FLSXB. 1¢ 
7:30 Today (various network sponsors) . a NBC/CA. 1 
7:55 Today in New Orleans 2 ina cinge A oe 11 
8:00 Ding Dong School z : scale iuerenseriaaion -- NBC/CA. i 
8:30 One Man’s Family aint NBC/CA. 7 
8:45 Three Steps to Heaven (P. & G.) : Se 1 12 
9:00 Home (various network sponsors) ~~~ atl . NBC/CA. E 12 
10:00 Bride and Groom (Jergens) ; NBC/CA. 19 
10:15 Hawkins Falls (Wesson Oil and Snowdrift) 7 NBC/CA. 1 
10:30 Search for Tomorrow (P. & G.) ’ CBS/CA. 1 
10:45 The Guiding Light (P. & G.) ~ciniadteaiaeieenamnann tS ei 1 
11:00 Homemakers Holiday eer abdideabieeniteneibintadeiiatatetaieada tea LS. : ‘ 
11:30 Strike It Rich (Colgate) —__ .. CBS/K. 9 
2:00 News at Noon ac aieeaetaniea : ocean oui ae 3 
12:05 Our House (part) . <aoee LS. < 
12:30 New Orleans Cookbook (part) seiotdeecneas LS. 4 
1:00 The Big Payoff (Colgate) ; a CBS/CA. “ 
1:30 Kate Smith (Borden’s Instant Coffee) eames 4 NBC/CA. 4 
1:45 Kate Smith (Gerber Foods) __ aie NBC/CA. 
2:00 Welcome Travelers (P. & G.) ; ne oo EO. , 
2:30 On Your Account (P. & G.) ._-.. NBC/CA. 
3:00 Love of Life (American Home Products) a CBS/K. K 
3:15 Shadow Stumpers (part) - ~ J Seen ans - 
3:30 France-Amerique Program__- aeegtearen LS. : 
4:00 Cartoon____- hee en te soot é 
4:15 Arthur Godfrey (F ‘rigidaire ) ; reece es eS, ‘ 
4:30 Kelner’s Korner (part) eee ignigadtcnate seat ae " 
4:45 Movie Quick Quiz (Holsum)___-__- MES Me FLS. ; 
5:00 Superman (Kelloggs) AE SETA. TAS! A ‘ 
5:30 Eddie Fisher Show (Coca Cola) eas NBC/CA. ‘ 
5:45 Camel News Caravan (Camels) stato nanballdivs enc potm ws ct geci  a 
6:00 I Married Joan (General Electric) wee caecmin si. 
6:30 Files of Jeffery Jones (Monogram Wine) JICOM. 7 
7:00 Kraft Theatre (Kraft) eat ahe NBC/CA. ‘ 
8:00 Blue Ribbon Bouts (Pabst) ~~~. -_--_- ‘ _.... ‘CBS/CA. 1( 
8:45 Mel Allen Sports Spot (General Cigar ) - wns dint) A 14 
9:00 Esso Reporter (Esso) be SSW FLS. 
9:15 World of Sports & Weatherman ( Jax) —- : i FLS. 
9:30 Inner Sanctum (McKenzie Pastry Shoppes) _____-_- FLS. 17 
10;00 This Is Your Life (Hazel Bishop) Ses i cll tind od) ee 1 
10:30 Jax Outdoors in Louisiana (Jax )_____ beers nat dy cn ; a 
10:45 Bach to Bop.___- Jao cue) bout in yaa - 
11:00 Weather Tower (Shell Oil Go. Ae mei ) as. M 
11:05 Leavitt’s Scoreboard 7 Eh art mC 
11:15 Twofor the Money (Old Gold) sinter CBS/K. 
11:45 My Little Margie (Scott Paper Co.) ee te ee Se NBC/K. ‘ 
2:15 Nitecap News and Sports Results____ - be . XBET. ( 


12:25 Prayer for Peace__ teat tn a E J XET. ’ 
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THURSDAY 
»:55 Agriculture News lovin Seeesk chladau al XB. 
6:00 Today (various network sponsors) —~.--.....---._- NBC/CA. 
7:00 Today (various network sponsors) ‘ oveidal ‘ NBC/CA 
7:25 Today in New Orleans sree Shain inl cil slash abet cen 
7:30 Today (various network sponsors) aah NBC/CA. 
7:55 Today in New Orleans bid FLSXB. 
8:00 Ding Dong School ‘ tisth dilinwesticisihliie / .. NBC/CA. 
8:15 Ding Dong School (Gerber Foods) pala ; NBC/CA. 
8:30 One Man’s Family__-----~-- hid icals chal NBC/CA. 
8:45 Three Steps to Heaven (P. & G.)- bicteededl snd NBC/CA., 
4:00 Home (various network sponsors) ~~. ~~~ = .{. NBC/CA. 
10:00 Bride and Groom on sisi deeth ictal NBC/CA. 
10:15 Hawkins Falls_...... ~~~ allnassentninesstadinthhaniintdid ... NBC/CA. 
10:30 Search for Tomorrow (P. & G.) Cee. i+ ts.’ OBE 
10:45 The Guiding Light (P. & G.)- hbase ial ... CBS/CA 
11:00 Garry Moore (Swift) - b wusniiadiel \ CBS/K. 
11:15 Ask the Doctor (Maison Blanche) —~---~- deoald LS. 
11:30 Strike it Rich (Colgate) -— diate idebidildae CBS/K. 
12:00 News at Noon : iii LS. 
12:05 Our House (part) detalii chcelltceaahenttii seaiate LS. 
12:30 New Orleans Cookbook (part) whan is LS. 
1:00 Holmes Ladies Journal (D. H. Holmes) LS. 
1:30 Kate Smith hella iad i i i NBC/CA. 
1:45 Kate Smith ; : i NBC/CA. 
2:00 Welcome Travelers (RP. & G.) z : NBC/CA., 
2:30 On Your Account (P. & G.) =? j _.. NBC/CA. 
3:00 Love of Life (American Home Products) CBS/K 
3:15 Movie Museum as F. 
,:30 Howdy Doody (Kelloggs) ; ; NBC/CA. 
3:45 Howdy Doody (Campbell Soups) sista ‘ NBC/CA, 
t:00 Garry Moore (Mystike Tape) ov CBS/K. 
1:15 Garry Moore (Pillsbury) we CBS/K 
1:30 Maggie and Me (part) LS. 
4:45 Movie Quick Quiz (part) i FLS. 
OO Mrs. Muffins Surprise Party (part) 4 NBC/CA, 
15 Camel News Caravan (Camels) NBC/CA. 
0) Groucho Marx (DeSoto-Plymouth)_ ti NBC/CA. 
':30 Nord Playhouse (RC Cola) LS. 
6:45 Remember When (H. G. Hill Stores) ELS. 
7:00 Dragnet (Liggett & Myers) NBC/CA. 
7:30 Ford Theater (Ford) é NBC/CA. 
8:00 Martin Kane (U. S. Tobacco Co.) a cai ol NBC/CA 
8:30 Crest Theater (Lou-Ana Oil, Agar Meats, Dulaney FLS. 
Frozen Foods). 
':00 Bsso Reporter (Esso) ie bee 2 ae te 
%:15 World of Sports and Weatherman (Jax). .._-._-- FLS. 
9:30 Four Star Playhouse (Singer) u ‘ eee 
10:00 Death Valley Days (Borax) — F 
10:30 Mr. and Mrs. North (Revlon) phieaies » aoknaae F. 
11:00 Weather Tower (Shell Oil Co.) sib de a . LS. 
11:05 Leavitt's Scoreboard (Leo Miller Jewelry Co.)_.....- LS. 
11:15 Godfrey and His Friends (Toni) __- , ._... OBS/K. 
11:45 Arthur Godfrey Talent Scouts (Lipton’s Tea & Soups). CBS/K. 
12:15 Niteecap News and Sports Results ‘ - XBUT. 
12:25 Prayer for Peace ihe ait (Le 
FRIDAY 
»:95 Agriculture News sia eaten palewas? Whee 
6:00 Today (various network sponsors) él oa IN BC/CA 
7:00 Today (various network sponsors) ...-- ” .. NBC/CA. 
7:25 Today in New Orleans_____- cindeatll ' . FLSXB. 
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FRIDAY—continued 


Today (various network sponsors) NBC/CA. 
Today in New Orleans 

Ding Dong School . 
Ding Dong School (General Mills) —-~--~- ‘ NBC/CA. 
One Man’s Family_-_------ NBC/CA. 
Three Steps to Heaven (P. & G.) 1... ssises.ncuse NBC/CA. 
Home (various network sponsors) -----.-------- ... NBC/CA. 
Bride and Groom (Jergens) NBC/CA. 
Hawkins Falls (Wesson Oil and Snowdrift)------.. NBC/CA. 
Search for Tomorrow (P. & G.)_.------------------.. CBS/CA. 
7ne Geliing Light (P. & G.deuwuu.ce usec OBE. 
Garry Moore (Converted Rice) _..........-__-_.__.... CBS/K. 
Garry Moore (Bristol-Myers) —- — i" CBS/K. 
Strike it Rich (Colgate) = CBS/K. 
I ei acd cnniiccaioal a LS. 

Our House (part) paca LS. 

New Orleans Cookbook (part) LS. 

The Big Payoff (Colgate) __~- CBS/CA. 
Kate Smith _--~-- NBC/CA. 
Kate Smith ‘ ssiaaiditateiainaleceieeiadcii ; Sables NBC/CA. 
Welcome Travelers (P. & G.) NBC/CA. 
On Your Account (P. & G.) NBC/CA 
Love of Life (American Home Products) CBS/K. 
NT nk ehictetetingenncameneaeaietiieinnciniie FLS. 
Howdy Doody_._._. ~~~ carewandentees NBC/CA 
Howdy Doody (Welch) NBC/CA 
Paul Killiam Show-- i" 
Arthur Godfrey (Frigidaire) - 

Kelner’s Korner (part) palawdnate 

Movie Quick Quiz (Holsum)-— ~~~ -----~~- 

Tip Top Space Ship (Ward Baking Co.) ; 
Eddie Fisher Show (Coca Cola) _--- ‘ NBC/CA 
Camel News Caravan (Camels) —- NBC/CA. 
Trouble with Father (General Mills) ABC/F. 
Life of Riley (Gulf) awk . NBC/CA 
The Big Story (Pall Mall)-_~_- NBC/CA. 
Campbéll TV Soundstage (Campbell) hen NBC/CA 
Cavalcade of Sports (Gillette) ..._._--____----__---_ NBC/CA 
The Leon Kelner Show (Universal Furniture House)__ LS. 

Esso Reporter (Esso) FLS. 
World of Sports and Weatherman (Jax) FLS. 
Foreign Intrigue (Citizen’s Homestead) F. 

Lone Wolf (Farris Plumbing and World Sew-Vac) F. 

Do You Know Why? (Pan Am) F. 

Ask Leavitt (Slumberon) FLS. 
Greatest Fights of the Century (Cheesebrough) F. 
Weather Tower (Shell Oil Co.)~...-_----------.---- LS. 
Leavitt’s Seoreboard LS. 

Man Against Crime (Camels)_._..--__-___-__--_--_. NBC/K. 
Feature Movie (Barto Appliances)_--___------._--___.. FLSXB. 
Nitecap News and Sports Results___..___-...__---- J. “SBEP. 
Prayer Gor Penee i wsscaseesseddsinn tnt teed XET. 


“ 


www 


4; 
4: 
4: 
4: 


DANS 


_* 


ODDS M W=1-1D 


SATURDAY 


I aa eae can dele i ane eeeneicn Ail XET. 
National Golf Day F, 

Space Cadet (International Shoe Co.)--.-------.-... D/K. 

sig Top (Sealtest) CBS/CA. 
Johnny Jupiter (M. & M. Candies) —~~-_-_-.--_------ F. 
Werlein’s Program (Werlein’s) LS. 
Cartoon — £ F. 
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SATURDAY—continued 


Warm-Up Time (Salem Fluorescent Service) ........ FXB-ABC/CA. 





; Baseball Game of the Week (Falstaff) ~~~ — ; ABC/CA., 
2:55 Do You Know Why? (Pan Am)--_~_- Snsities " . FB. 
3:00 Dollar a Second (Mogen David Wine) , D/K. 
8:30 ‘The Name’s the Same (American Chicle Co.) ABC/K. 
4:00 TV Buck Auction (Associated Productions) -— phase LS. 
4:30 Roy Rogers (General Foods) _~--~~~_- onan = NBC/F. 
5:00 The Lone Ranger (American Bakeries) ..-...._-~- F. 
5:30 The Ethel and Albert Show (Sunbeam Corp.)-~ ~~ NBC/CA., 
6:00 Boris Karloff (A. K. Roy) ---~- a eer. 5 FXRB. 
6:30 Original Aeeabene Hour (Pet Milk). alice , NBC/CA., 
7:00 Show of Shows_--_----~- -_ » oe NBC/CA, 
7:30 Show of Shows (Benrus, ‘Griffin, SOS) __ 3 NBC/CA. 
8:00 Show of Shows (Anacin, Johnson & Johnson, Cat’s :P aw. NBC/CA. 
8:30 Hit Parade (Lucky Strike and Crosley) ~~~ NBC/CA. 
9:00 Pepsi-Cola Playhouse (Pepsi-Cola) reid F, 
9:30 Liberace (Hunt Foods) - Mine viiiniattewkioubaebiiailitch titel. SION 
10:00 Counterpoint (Sheaffer Pen Cc cad sane sie 
10:30 Pride of the Family (Armour)-— ~~ ~~ ~__- suaev 
11:00 U.S. Steel Theater (U.S. Steel Co.) sini ABC/K. 
2:00 Feature Movie_____- ain sient F. 
1:30 Nitecap News and Sports Results_ . " ---« BET. 
1:40 Prayer for Peace.......... hil ata Atneaaial ‘eenis 
SYMBOLS 
K—Kinescope B-——Announcer in booth 
LS—Live studio ET—Electrical transcription 
F—Film CA—Network cable 
X—Slide Rem—Local remote 


STATEMENT OF KTBS, INc., SHREVEPORT, LA., APPLICANT FoR CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community : 3, 12. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channel 12. 
UHF stations operating in community : None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 3. 


RaApio CENTER BUILDING, 
Shreveport 77, La., June 4, 1954. 
PIERSON AND BALL, 
Attorneys, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: KTBS began in April 1948 to pursue its application for one of 
the lower VHF band channels. At that time Shreveport was allocated 5 VHF 
channels, and after careful deliberation from an economic and engineering stand- 
point it was decided to file for channel 4. This was accomplished and grant of 
the construction permit was awaited. Howeyer, the application was held up 
October 1948 as a result of the freeze on new station applications imposed by the 
Commission. This freeze, which was to have lasted only 3 months, was not 
lifted until July 1952. 

In July 1952 a new allocation plan granted to the Shreveport area only 2 
VHF channels, Nos. 3 and 12. Again KTBS selected and reaffirmed its previous 
decision to keep effective its application for the low-band channel, channe) No. 3. 
Our reason for this preference is the greater efficiency and lower operating cost 
of this channel, particularly as it bears upon public service to our predominantly 
agricultural area. KTBS surveys indicate channel 3 will cover an 80-mile 
radius and bring much-needed service to approximately 700,000 people. 

We have already expended approximately $75,000 in prosecuting our applica- 
tion and plan to spend $750,000 or more in constructing our station. Our actions 
have been based on the expectation that the allocation plan would be permanent, 
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and that we would not be required to sacrifice time and money only to endure 
another prolonged freeze and then be given our choice of a less efficient UHF 
channel, 

The people of Shreveport and its rural population numbering in the hundreds 
of thousands have need of an efficient and powerful VHF station to serve them. 
In anticipation of such a station, many suburban and fringe area dwellers 
have expended large sums of money in the erection of tall VHF receiving an- 
tenna towers. They expect and will demand an all-purpose VHF station de- 
signed and built with them in mind and programed to fulfill their community 
desires. 

KTBS has been endeavoring for many years to build a first-class television 
station, programing to the needs of our people, and requests that it be permitted 
to proceed without the imposition of a further period of construction permit 
freeze, and wihout facing the prospect of its low-band channel being removed 
and a less efficient UHF channel (that it is felt will not perform proper service) 
substituted therefor. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that our views be given proper con- 
sideration. 

KTBS, Iwnc., 
By E. Newton Wray, 
President. 


WESTINGHOUSE BROADCASTING Co., INGC., 
Washington 6, D. C., June 10, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES FE. PoTTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 2 on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: Reference is made to the hearing held by your sub- 
committee May 18, 1954, et seq., in the matter of VHF—UHF television broad- 
casting and on Senate bill 3095 dealing with multiple ownership. It is our pur- 
pose in writing to you to set forth our position on some of the suggestions made 
by witnesses in their testimony. 

Westinghouse Electric Corp., the founder of commercial broadcasting with the 
advent of KDKA, November 2, 1920, has been continuously interested in radio 
and television both as a broadeaster and as an equipment manufacturer. Work- 
ing with television methods since 1926, Westinghouse successfully demonstrated, 
in 1928, the first all-electronic television system, made possible by a new television 
tube (Iconoscope) invented by Doctor Zworykin in our research laboratories. 
Westinghouse, in conjunction with the Glenn L. Martin Co., in 1945-49, devel- 
oped and successfully demonstrated the television broadcasting system known 
as “Stratovision” in which television transmitters were installed in high-flying 
aircraft. At 30,000 feet, television service can be rendered over an area having 
a radius of 200 miles. Westinghouse built a television station in Boston (WBZ- 
TV) in 1947 and has been operating it since that date. We see no problems now 
facing the industry which are either fundamentally different from many prob- 
lems previously faced and solved or any which cannot be solved by American 
ingenuity without any drastic action necessary on the part of either the Senate 
subcommittee or the Federal Communications Commission. 

The present allocation plan may not be perfect but it represents more than 
$ years of intensive (and expensive) cooperative efforts between the entire 
industry and the FCC. It should not be lightly or hastily cast aside because of 
a few protests from those who are unable or unwilling to face life in a free 
competitive economy. 

Westinghouse, along with many other pioneers, in the early days of radio and 
again in the early days of television, faced exactly the same problems being 
presented to the Senate subcommittee by UHF protagonists. The problem then 
and now is an adequate number of sets in the hands of the public and attractive 
programing which the advertising industry is willing to support. 

The Westinghouse experience in television at Boston is typical. Although our 
investment was approximately $1 billion, we operated at a loss from sign-on in 
June through the balance of 1948 and all of 1949 for a total in excess of $300,000. 
This loss was not recovered until October 1950. We had faith in the future of 
the industry. Even as late as the first quarter of this year, according to FCC 
statistics, only 46 of 175 postfreeze TV stations reporting made a profit and only 
88 VHF stations (37 percent) were operating in the black. After the normal 
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shakedown period inherent in any new industry, this condition will improve and 
stabilize. 

It has been proposed to require all VHF stations to now reduce their existing 
coverage area to avoid overlap of a nearby UHF station. This would result in 
inestimable damage not only to the stations but to the members of the public 
iving in the present service areas. For instance, if the coverage area of channel 
{1 in Washington, D. C., were so reduced, thousands of citizens living in Hagers- 
town, Md., and in the surrounding area, would be denied service they have been 
enjoying and relying upon for so many years. 

These citizens (and those in any other similar community in the United 
States) have a right to, and will demand, a freedom of choice among multiple- 
program sources. Since Hagerstown has been assiigned only 1 channel (and 
it certainly could not support more than 2), it is clear that additional pro- 
grams to permit freedom of choice (and a competitive broadcasting system) 

ust come from outside areas. This service can best be furnished by the 
existing VHF channels located in cities large enough to support maultiple- 
program sources. The effect of this reduction of service area proposal on 
rural America would, to us, be comparable to suddenly denying them radio 
service by requiring all clear channel broadcasting stations to reduce power 
to the equivalent of a local station. If the principle be established that the 
coverage of the VHF stations in Washington is limited to eliminate overlap 
with the UHF station in Hagerstown, then it follows that the UHF station 
allocated to Frederick, Md., must be limited to prevent overlap with the UHF 
station allocated to Hagerstown. Under such a philosophy the citizens of 
Wushington would receive four competing services, the citizens of Frederick 
und Hagerstown, respectively, would each receive a single service, and the 
vast rural audience living between these cities would be denied any service. 

Furthermore, such a philosophy is physically impractical in a situation like 
Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton, Pa. ‘Two stations have been allocated to 
Allentown, one to Bethlehem, and one to Kaston, Pa. Under the present plan 
this should afford 4 competing services to the residents of all 3 cities and 
the rural areas surrounding them, It seems to us inconceivable that anyone 
could seriously propose that the coverage areas of these stations be so reduced 
as not to overlap (assuming this was physically possible), thereby reducing 
Bethlehem and Easton to a single service and Allentuwn to two services. The 
theory becomes even more untenable when we realize that most cities in the 
United States have been allocated but a single television channel, and in the 
whole State of New Hampshire only 1 city gets more than 1, and in the State 
of New Jersey only 2 cities get more than 1 channel. The public interest lies 
in the direction of making every effort possible to increase the coverage of each 
station. 

In 1928 there were approximately 600 radio stations in the United States 
surviving upon approximately 1 percent of the Nation’s total advertising dollar. 
Today there are over 5,000 stations in operation, and the overall gross billing 
of the broadcasting industry, radio and television combined, is almost at the 
$1 billion mark. Many a community which does not have a local newspaper 
has a local radio station. We have seen this growth take place in America, 
under the American system, without equal coverage and without any attempt to 
nullify the law of physics with arbitrary restrictions on coverage. 

It has been suggested that the FCC now move all television stations into the 
UHF band. A determination of all of the remaining applications pending 
before the FCC will add approximately only 100 more stations over those now 
in existence or authorized. As now discerned, the television industry will 
consist of about 670 stations in 325 communities (based upon present applica- 
tions and licenses). The total dollar damage, not to mention the inconvenience, 
that would result to the industry and to the public should such a suggestion 
be approved is beyond imagination. Twenty-seven million receivers are now 
in the hands of the public. 

It is a useless suggestion. Requiring all stations to move into the UHF 
band would not equalize the services. The power ratio for approximately equal 
coverage between the lower end of the VHF band (channels 2 to 6) and the 
upper VHF band (channels 7 to 13) is approximately 3 to 1. The ratio between 
the upper portion of the VHF and the lower UHF band (channel 14, ete.) is 
again approximately 3 to 1. And the ratio between the lower UHF band and 
the upper UHF band is again approximately 3 to 1. Therefore, to force all 
existing VHF statiens to abandon their present service and to move to the UHF 
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band solves nothing and destroys existing television service. Rural and sub- 
urban America will not accept such a decision. 

It has been suggested that the FCC declare an immediate freeze—suspending 
all new station grants and existing station requests for modifications. There 
are now 377 TV stations operating in 237 communities in the United States 
and additional sums have been invested or obligated to construct many of the 
remaining 200 stations which have been authorized by the FCC. The bulk 
of the industry as it is now discernible is either on the air or has been author- 
ized by the FCC and only about 100 new stations are awaiting disposition of 
hearing procedures. Such a freeze, at this time, is a useless locking of the barn 
door. Furthermore, many of those awaiting final orders must be in the same 
position as we are. In the Portland, Oreg., TV hearing now awaiting decision, 
our expenses were over $270,000 and we have frozen risk capital of $1,015,000; 
in the Pittsburgh TV hearing now under way our expenses to date are over 
$180,000, and we have frozen $3 million of risk capital pending a final decision. 
A freeze at this time would fatally injure many applicants. 

It has been suggested that compulsory network affiliation is the solution. Radio 
has grown from six-hundred-odd stations to over 3,000 stations and networking 
has developed simultaneously under four national networks and many hundreds 
of smaller networks are serving the American public today—all without any 
mandatory instructions from a governmental agency. We believe that the history 
of radio is conclusive proof that the public interest requires the history of televi- 
sion to follow the same path of free and open competition. The radio industry 
has seen the birth, growth and struggle for top position among national and 
regional radio networks. We have seen the relative positions of networks 
change more than once over the years. This free play of economic forces has 
been in the public interest. The poorest man in the United States now enjoys 
free daily entertainment unavailable to the richest man in any other country in 
the world. And, of equal importance, this growth has taken place within the 
framework of our antitrust laws which, in our opinion, have proved adequate 
to prevent monopolies. 

It has been suggested that stations be required to accept the affiliation with a 
predetermined network organization. This proposal, in its ultimate conclusion, 
means Government owned and controlled broadcasting in the United States. 
Assuming a station is required to affiliate with a named network and a dispute 
between the parties as to the rate payable and acceptable, the Government will 
be immediately in the rate-setting business, with all of its complications—tech- 
nical facilities available, coverage, constantly changing set statistics, ete. In 
the next step, the individual station’s popularity (or lack of it) and its consequent 
ability to attract revenue from local advertising sources, will depend upon the 
program furnished by the network. Since it was required to sign the network 
contract, the station would surely be granted the right to require Government 
control of the programs. And the final step, assuming the Government required 
the network to produce more expensive and attractive programs, the network 
under such compulsion, should be able to demand Government subsidy. 

In 1953, 14.4 percent of all Westinghouse TV production featured built-in all- 
channel UHF—VHF tuners. In addition, more than 80 percent of our 1953 sets 
which did not contain built-in all-channel UHF tuners, contain provision for 
internal adaptation to UHF and our distributors in UHF areas regularly stock 
coils for this internal UHF adaptation. The balance accept external adapters. 
For the first half of 1954, approximately 24.6 percent of our Westinghouse TV 
production features built-in UHF tuners, and the trend is apparent. For more 
than a year, our sales department has maintained market development teams 
in the field to assist in the development of new UHF markets. When a new 
UHF station is about to go on the air in an area not previously served, our 
market development team moves in; our sales and marketing experts aid and 
instruct the local distributors and dealers by bringing them up to date on the 
latest methods of TV merchandising, and our technical representatives train the 
local service technicians in modern television servicing techniques. 

This development of UHF markets has not been without its problems. When 
the station did not open on the day predicted (in some instances opening was 
delayed several months) great dissatisfaction was created among purchasers, 
distributors, and dealers. In other cases the signal from new stations were not 
technically acceptable, resulting in unsatisfactory reception at consumer level. 
As a result, consumers blamed the set and caused untold expense to dealers, 
distributors, and ourselves in attempting to solve consumer problems. In cases 
where the signals were adequate, many programs were unattractive and the 
public quickly lost interest, dulling consumer desire for ownership of UHF sets. 
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Ilowever, these problems are not new to the television industry nor are they 
unique. Patience and ingenuity solved them in the past and will do so again. 

In our opinion the greatest shot in the arm that Government could give to 
the UHF operators at the moment, without disrupting existing investments or 
changing the American broadcasting system as it is known, would be to repeal 
the excise tax on UHF-VHF television receivers. We endorse the position 
presented to the Senate subcommittee on this point by Mr. Glen McDaniel, presi- 
dent of RETMA. Since a UHF receiver costs more to manufacture than a 
VHF receiver under present known manufacturing processes, the elimination of 
this tax would practically eliminate the manufacturing cost differential and 
the set thereby becomes more attractive to the manufacturer and to the 
purchaser. 

We believe that the complete solution of all problems presently facing the 
industry lies in placing more UHF—VHF receiving sets in the hands of the pub- 
lic and more television stations on the air as quickly as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
Curis. J. Wirrrne, President. 


STATEMENT OF FETZER BROADCASTING Co., 


OPERATOR OF WKZO-TV, CHANNEL 3, KALAMAZOO, Micn., KOLN-TV, CHANNEL 
12, LINCOLN, NEBR. 


Channels allocated to Kalamazoo: 3, 36. 
VHF stations operating in community: channel 8. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for : None. 
Channels contested: None. 
Construction permits outstanding : None. 
Channels allocated to Lincoln : 10, 12, 18 *, 24. 
VHF stations operating in community : Channel 12 
UHF stations operating in community : None. 
Channels applied for: None. 
Construction permits outstanding : Channel 10. 


The imposition of the proposals made by the UHF group upon the operations 
of WKZO-TV would seriously affect. television service to 2 million people in 
western Michigan and would impose catastrophic economic hazard upon the 
future existence of the Fetzer Broadcasting Co. which has to date invested more 
than $3 million in television. The imposition of a freeze upon applications before 
the FCC would stagnate current construction of the Fetzer Broadcasting Co. 
involving the expenditure of approximately $1 million in the Kalamazoo, Mich., 
and the Lincoln, Nebr., area. 

The allocation of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively would 
necessitate the repurchase or conversion of nearly 400,000 sets in the WKZO-TV 
area and nearly 100,000 sets in the KOLN-TV, Lincoln, Nebr., area. 

Any such move upon the television industry would bring about widespread 
public indignation, the impact of which would resound with furor throughout 
Capitol Hill and would cut across party lines. 

The advocates of the drastic proposals during the course of the UHF hearing 
to date must have forgotten what the situation actually was at the time 108 
operating companies chose to put television stations on the air prior to the 
TV freeze. This was an era wherein the original founders of television sta- 
tions were losing thousands of dollars each operating month. In the case of 
WKZO-TV, when it went on the air in 1950 there were practically no receiving 
sets in our area. The Fetzer Broadcasting Co. undertook television at great 
economic hazard. It has spent literally hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
promote television in order to create the vast audiences that now exist in western 
Michigan. It did this contrary to the advice of its advertising station repre- 
sentatives who said that it would be economic suicide for us to enter the tele- 
vision business. We entered this field of communication at a time when na- 
tional network service Was unavailable and the A. T. & T. Co., at great expense, 
developed its own microwave system and pioneered the bringing of television 
problems into western Michigan at a time when technical, legal and other ad- 
vice in that day was negative. 





1 Reserved for noncommercial educational use 





SS2 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


In 1953 the Fetzer Broadcasting Co. lost $350,000 at KOLN-TYV, Lincoln, Nebr., 
due to competition from Omaha stations and the refusal of certain national net- 
works to give us an affiliation. We could have come to Congress and asked that 
the networks be regulated. We might have advocated laws to reduce power or 
remove network afliliations from the Omaha stations. This we didn’t do. We 
chose, instead, to analyze our own market. We relocated our transmitter and 
increased its power so that the advertiser would consider the Lincoln market as a 
sound buy. Wethus solved our network problem as well as the economic problem. 
Any telecaster, whether he be UHF or VHF, who fails to recognize the law of 
supply and demand in the market place, is asking for difficulties which he can- 
not under the free-enterprise system assign to anyone but himself. 

It is our personal belief that the technical problem involved in the matter of 
UHF allocations is so complicated that the Senate subcommittee should turn this 
matter back to the FCC. Most certainly the enterprise of pioneer companies, 
who have made present-day television possible, should not be penalized in hasty 
and unwarranted moves to satisfy what could well be defined as a defect in the 
business judgment of the few. 


STATEMENT OF WJIM, Inc., Station WJIM-TV, LANSING, MIcH. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community: 6, 54. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 6. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 54. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


BANK oF LANSING BUILDING, 
Lansing, Mich., June 12, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
1007 Ring Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Please consider this letter as your authority to list us among 
other supporters of the views to be expressed by you in behalf of the VHF stations 
before the Senate subcommittee. If statements from individual stations are to be 
filed with the committee, we would like the following included in behalf of 
WJIM-TV: 

“Most important, we believe, for your committee to consider is the basic 
economic principles which govern the television industry. 

“Television is supported by the advertiser who buys circulation, or markets. 
The first 50 to 55 markets of the country cover 70 to 75 percent of the population 
and buying power. To get another 10 percent the advertiser must buy an addi- 
tional 50 markets. The cost to an advertiser for the first 100 markets for a 
weekly half-hour program for 1 year is about $4,620,000. The committee should 
realize that the number of advertising budgets capable of this expenditure are 
limited. 

“The television industry competes with newspapers, magazines and other media 
for these budgets and VHF stations with area coverage and high circulation 
are essential to the financial stability of the industry. To limit all stations to 
UHF coverage would be like telling newspapers that their circulation must be 
limited to the county in which they are located. 

“There can never be as many television stations as there are radio stations. 
The smaller communities of the Nation cannot support a television station, and 
must be served by VHF area stations in larger nearby markets. The reason 
is simple, and again economic—the tremendous costs involved in constructing 
and operating a television station. For example, WJIM just purchased a new 
radio transmitter, cost $2,900. We also purchased a new TV transmitter, cost, 
$160,000 plus another $40,000 for additional switching and test equipment. Two 
men can put on a radio show. The same show on television takes 15. 

“There will always be a small percentage of people who do not receive good 
television reception, but these are the people who live in isolated areas and are 
also without rural electrification, improved roads, etc. 

“Television is a big business. It takes big men to operate it. Little men who 
ignored basic economic facts when they applied for UHF licenses should not be 
permitted to break it down, nor should pioneers of the industry be penalized 
for the progress they have made to date. Color is on the horizon; it will take 
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more Vision, more pioneering, more money, more losses to bring this terrific 
development into millions of TV homes. 

“The two most important parties to be considered by the committee should 
be (1) the viewing public, (2) the advertiser who makes the programs possible. 
We are sure there is no demand from the viewers of Michigan for additional UHF 
facilities—on the contrary, it is our considered opinion that any deletion of 
present VHF service would create overnight a violent public reaction.” 

If we can be of any further assistance or furnish you with any other informa- 
tion, please advise. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD F’, Gross. 





STATEMENT OF PENINSULA TELEVISION, INC., MARQUETTE, MICH., PERMITTEE OF 
CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to Community: 6, 17. 

VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 6. 


PENINSULA TELEVISION, IN¢ 


Marquette, Mich., June 1 1954. 


’ 


Pierson & BALL, 
Ring Building, Washington 6, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : Peninsula Television, Inc., is heartily in accord with the position 
stated by the informal group in its telegram dated May 28, 1954, in connection 
with the Potter hearings. 

Peninsula Television, Inc., is the permittee of WAGE-TV at Marquette, Mich., 
on VHF channel 6 and we vigorously oppose any suggestion that we be forced 
to move to UHF and we also oppose vigorously a freeze which might prevent our 
being authorized to commence telecasting upon completion of construction. 

We propose to bring to the Marquette area the only type of television service 
that would thoroughly cover the relatively sparsely populated land area con- 
taining a population in excess of 300,000. At the present time, this population 
receives no satisfactory consistent television service, since there is no television 
station in operation in this area, and consistent service from outside the area is 
not received. Only VHF can bring a satisfactory service to such an area, and 
it would definitely not be in the public interest for the Senate subcommittee 
investigating UHF problems to take any steps that would interfere in any way 
with the establishment of such a service at this remote and sparsely settled area. 

Very truly yours, 
JEROME SIL, President. 





STATEMENT OF TRIAD TELEVISION Corp., ParMaA, MIcH. 


APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 10 


Channels allocated to community: 10. 

VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 10. 

Channels contested: Channel 10. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


TESTIMONY OF C. WAYNE WRIGHT, PRESIDENT OF TRIAD TELEVISION CorP., PARMA, 
MIcH., JUNE 9, 1954. 


Uy Dear Senator Potter and Members of the Senate Subcommittee on Communi- 
cations: 

My name is C. Wayne Wright. I am president of Triad Television .Corp., 
whic’ has applied to the Federal Communications Commission for a construction 
permit te erect a new television station on VHF channel 10 in Parma, Mich. I 
would like to briefly object to any proposals that the FCC place a freeze on 
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sneteer VHF hearings or that the nationwide television system be limited to 
JHF. 

In the television allocations adopted by the Commission in its Sixth Report 
and Order in Docket 8736 et al., no VHF allocations were provided for that sec- 
tion of Michigan surrounding Parma-Onondaga. UHF channel 48 was allocated 
to Jackson, the nearest large city, and UHF channels 58 and 64 were allocated 
to Battle Creek. The nearest VHF allocation was channel 6 in Lansing, with 
UHF channel 54 also allocated to that city. I have worked in radio and tele- 
vision stations in Michigan for several years and became interested in forming 
a group to apply for a television station serving the area of which Parma is 
roughly the center. I found upon study that it would be possible to allocate 
VHF channel 10 to the Parma-Onondaga area without doing violence to any of 
the mileage separation requirements of the FCC rules and standards. Accord- 
ingly, a group known as Triad Television Association was formed and we peti- 
tioned the FCC to allocate VHF channel 10 to this area. After some delay and 
objection, our allocation request was granted. 

We thereupon incorporated Triad Television Corp. and on February 23, 1954, 
filed an application with the FCC fer channel 10 at Parma. At present, there 
are 3 other applications on file for this frequency so that it appears necessary 
to have a 4-party comparative hearing for the channel 10 frequency. Two of 
these applicants, by the way, have present interests in Michigan UHF stations. 
One of the applicants owns Station WBKZ-TV on channel 64 in Battle Creek 
and the other has an interest in Station WILS—TV on channel 54 in Lansing. 
Station WBKZ-TYV ceased operating shortly before its Parma channel 10 appli- 
eation was filed; and while WILS—TYV still operates in Lansing, the applicant 
represents that this UHF permit wi!l be surrendered for cancellation in the 
event its channel 10 Parma application is granted. 

Triad Television Corp. is comprised of 28 stockholders residing in the area 
which we propose to serve on channel 10. We incorporated solely to file the 
application for this frequency allocated to Parma at our request. Our stock- 
holders are active in community life and interested in rendering a needed tele- 
vision service in the area. WIBM, Inc., which had been granted a permit for 
channel 48 in Jackson, surrendered this permit in December 1953 so that at 
present there is no station in Jackson, Parma, or Onondaga. There are two 
UHF permittees in Battle Creek, neither of which is operating. There is 1 on 
VHF station in Lansing, WJIM-TV on channel 6, WLIS-TV on channel 54, and 
1 educational station, WKAR-TV, operating on channel 60 in East Lansing. 
Kalamazoo, which lies beyond our proposed grade A service area, has one station, 
WKZO-TYV on channel 3. 

We believe there is a real need at this time for a locally owned and operated 
television station te serve our area. Since it is anticipated that our 4-party 
hearing will not commence for the next 30 to 60 days and since it is anticipated 
a number of months will be required to complete the hearing process and obtain 
a decision, considerable time in any event will elapse before the channel 10 
station can commence operation. We see nothing to be gained in our area by 
the imposition of an artificial freeze on the commencement and completion of 
the channel 10 hearing followed by a decision in normal course. There can be 
no doubt that the public of our area will greatly benefit from the institution of 
the channel 10 program service as soon as possible. 

Apparently, since the Jackson UHF permit has already been relinquished and 
since WBKZ-TV and WILS-TYV are involved in the contest for channel 10, no 
real problem is presented by going forward with our VHF hearing. The only 
remaining commercial UHF permittee in the area, WBCK-TV on channel 58 at 
Battle Creek, has not yet commenced its operation. 

As a matter of business judgment, we might have applied for UHF in the 
area and obtained a grant without hearing or the expenditure of substantial time 
and money. Instead, after careful study of Commission allocation plans and 
principles, we concluded that the use of channel 10 in Parma was feasible. Upon 
persuading the Commission to adopt this allocation, we chose to cast our lot with 
VHF. Having done so, we do not think we should now be penalized through 
the imposition of a hearing freeze, particularly when two of our competitors for 
channel 10 have already obtained UHF permits and operated in UHF, Such 
economic hardships as UHF may have encountered are hardly justification for 
penalizing our efforts. 

We oppose removal of all television to UHF because we think VHF has proven 
its worth and is best suited to providing maximum service and coverage to the 
American people. To equal on UHF the coverage we now propose to channel 10 
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: would cost our corporation substantially more than the sums we estimate will 
be required for the VHF frequency. Moreover, the technical characteristics of 
VHF are well known and certain, whereas it is our understanding many difficult 
engineering problems have been and are being encountered in UHF, Finally, 
we feel that since the American public has invested heavily in VHF receiving 
sets and antennas, it would be very unfair to wipe out his investment by removal 

all television to UHF. Certainly the public investment in VHI far exceeds 
he capital investment and the operating losses to date of the UHF stations. 
Very truly yours, 
C. Wayne Wricnt, President. 


STATEMENT OF Mipwest RaApIo-TELEVISION, INc., STATION WCCO-TY, 
MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MINN. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community : 2,’ 4, 5, 9, 11, 17, 23 
VHF stations operating in community : Channels 4, 5, 11 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits oustanding: Channel 9. 


WCCO RAptio AND TELEVISION, 
Vinneapolis 2, Minn., June 7, 1954 
PIERSON & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We wish to go on record as strongly supporting the general 
position of the informal committee which you represent as outlined in your wire 
of May 28 opposing the elimination of intermixture of VHF and UHF; the 

location of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively; the imposi 
tion of any freeze upon application proceedings or upon the issuance of oper 
ating authority covering permits already granted; and the reduction and limita- 
tion of coverage areas of VHF stations. 

Further, we are in full accord with the proposal that all reasonable and 
proper steps should be taken to encourage production and distribution of receiy- 
ing sets having all-channel tuners, and that efforts to improve service inside a 
station’s licensed coverage area should be continued and expanded. 

In general, we feel that it is inconsistent with the spirit of free enterprise 
that telecasters and broadcasters who haye made unhappy investments should 
be asking Congress to rewrite the laws of the country to take them out of the red 
and put them into the black. 

The Federal Communications Commission, in our opinion, has done as com- 
petent a job in regulating the industry with due regard for the best interests 
of the public as any governmental agency could possibly do and we only fear 
that its usefulmess may be impaired if Congress yields to the demands of a 
small but vocal minority to impose upon it alien procedures favorable to a 
single pressure group. 

Cordially yours, 
F. VAN KONYNENRURG 


STATEMENT OF KSTP, INc., Station KSTP-TYV, St. Paut-MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 5 


Channels allocated to community: 2,’ 4, 5, 9, 11, 17, 28 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 5, 11 
UHF stations operating in community: None 

4 Channels applied for: Channel 9 

; Channels contested : Channel 9 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 17 
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STATEMENT OF STANLEY FE. Hupsarp, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, KSTP, 
INc. 


In 1938, we started to experiment and to do our own development work on 
television ; in fact, we bought what was known as a “jeep” which is a camera and 
control unit. With this equipment we made television demonstrations and 
taught our staff the technique of television broadcasting. 

By 1946 the art of television had developed to a point where we were con- 
vinced that unless we went into television our future would be jeopardized 
Going into television required a considerable sum of money so after about a year 
I obtained a personal loan, which at the bank was classified as a character loan, 
in the amount of $1,200,000 to make possible the building of our studios and the 
acquiring of equipment to enable us to go into television. In addition, I spent 
almost $300,000 making up losses in the early days of our television operations. 

Going into television required not only finances but day and night work for a 
period of several years. It required promoting and experimenting; in fact, 
it was a continuous headache. Had I guessed wrong on television and its effect 
on mass communication and its acceptance by the public, I would not only have 
lost all my time and money, but I would have been out of business, and most of 
my associates would have been out of jobs. I did not receive help from the 
Government nor did I ask for it. I exercised my prerogative as an American 
and invested my capital and took a gamble on a calculated risk which proved 
successful. 

The UHF’s have gone into television with their eyes wide open expecting to 
make a great deal of money. Some have been successful—some have failed. 
I might add that this is also true of VHF. I cite as an example 2 stations in the 
State of Minnesota and 1 in Wisconsin—VHF’s which are losing considerable 
money. The two Minnesota VHF’s have been hurt to such an extent I doubt if 
they will last through the summer. 

There are about 400,000 sets in the area around the Twin Cities which today 
eannot pick up UHF. If VHF stations were to be eliminated and replaced with 
UHF, the investment of the public in these sets would go to waste. 





STATEMENT OF STANDARD LIFE Broapcastine Co., Inc., Station WSLI-TV 
JACKSON, Miss. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 12 


Channels allocated to community : 8, 12, 19,7 25, 47. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 3, 12 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 25 
Channels applied for: None 

Channels contested : None 

Construction permits outstanding: None 


STATEMENT or L. M. SEPAUGH, MANAGER AND TREASURER, WSLI-TV 


Television station WSLI-TV began operations on March 27, 1954, as author- 
ized by the Federal Communications Commission. WSLI-TV operates on 
channel 12, with 214,000 watts ERP visual and 112 kilowatt aural. 

An expenditure of $600,000 was made in building this station and the first 
full month’s operation showed a net loss of $18,000. The State of Mississippi 
is largely rural with many very small towns and a large station with adequate 
coverage area is needed to bring television service to the many people in these 
outlying areas. 

The management of WSLI-TV is very sympathetic with the problems of all 
television station operators. Stations, like our own, which have made large 
expenditures in television are very desirous of recovering a fair return on 
their investment, and it is our considered opinion that no obstruction should be 
placed in the way of any group, and that no special favors should be shown 
any group of television stations. 

In the section of the United States in which we operate, it would be impossible 
to serve the rural areas and small towns without high-powered VHF stations. 
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Any action on the part of this committee or the Federal Communications Com- 
u ission to curtail the effectiveness of VHF service would do a great disservice 
to these people. Such curtailment or any devices tending to favor UHF sta- 
tions over VHF stations would also work a great hardship on stations such as 
ours, which are even now losing a great amount of money and need every pos- 
sible help in getting on at least a break-even basis. 

In closing, we wish to make very clear, however, that we are asking no special 
favors which would tend to help us at the expense of any other segment of the 
jndustry, and we do sincerely hope that no special favors will be granted to any 
other segment of the industry that will make it more difficult for our station, 
and other VHF stations in a similar position. 





STATEMENT oF STATION KSWS-TYV, Roswe tt, N. Mex. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 8 


Channels allocated to community: 3,’ 8, 10. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 8. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


{Telegram} 


ROsweELL, N. Mex., June 4, 195 


~~ 


Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

Re Potter hearings. We at KSWS—TV are against the elimination of inter- 
mixture of VHF and UHF, the imposition of any freeze or chill upon applica- 
tion proceedings, the restriction of operating authority of permits already 
granted, or the reduction and limitation of VHF coverage. We believe the 
industry should encourage production and distribution of all channel sets and 
converters and that UHF stations prepare to wait for conversion of sets and 
purchase of all channel sets by the viewers in order to build up on a long-range 
basis their audience in the same manner that VHF stations did in the early 
days of television. Our station began operating about a year ago with prac- 
tically no set circulation only through good programing and patience have we 
been able to build our set circulation to 21,688 at the present. Should VHF be 
eliminated all of these sets would become obsolete, and the loss in coverage 
area plus public resentment would definitely force us to cease operations and 
lose the $400,000 already invested on a long-range risk. 

J. C. Porter, KSWS-TYV. 





STATEMENT OF CLARK ASSOCIATES, INC., STaTION WNBF-TV, BrncHamrTon, N. Y. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 12 


Channels allocated to community: 12, 40, 46. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 12. 

CHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: Channel 40, 

Channels contested: Channel 40. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channel 46." 

WNBF, 
Binghamton, N. Y., June 4, 1954. 
PIERSON & BALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN; Our coverage area is in the heart of a hilly terrain. The hills 
are 1,200 to 2,000 or more feet high. Most of the population lives in narrow, 
deep-cut valleys. These valleys twist and wind their way in a multiplicity of 
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directions. The inherent differences between UHF and VHF carrier waves 
make it virtually impossible for UHF in this terrain to render more than a 
limited service, covering the population of one valley and the hillsides bordering 
that valley. The other side of the hills and adjacent valleys are bereft of the 
UHF service. That’s why WNBF-TV on channel 12 renders a service not 
duplicated by UHF in the Scranton, Wilkes-Barre, and Elmira areas. If 
WNBF-TV’s VHF service were curtailed or limited, a substantial portion of the 
present audience would be deprived of service. Our consultant engineers in 
Washington, Jansky & Bailey, could be called upon as qualified and expert 
witnesses to substantiate the foregoing. 

In addition there are rural inhabitants in small towns not situated close in to 
the UHF cities who could be deprived of television service in this area if our 
VHF station wasn’t in operation with full power. 

Due to the large investment required in building television stations to full 
power, height of tower, and oncoming color, together with reserves for operating 
expenses until such time as an established audience has been obtained for a TV 
station, it is apparent that substantial coverage fundamentally is necessary for 
a television station in order to encompass a large population with sets. The 
number of sets is the basis for the card rate charged advertisers for time and 
announcements on television stations, and until a station arrives in its progress 
to such a position, the going is bound to be rough. 

A thumbnail sketch of our own economics in 22 years of experience in radio 
and 4% years in TV: 

We purchased a 100-watt station on 1,500 kilocycles in 1982, and in December 
1949 we went on the air with channel 12, since which time there has never been 
a dividend paid to stockholders. Before television the bulk of our profits were 
plowed back. This permitted us to advance from a 100-watt to a 5,000-watt 
station on 1,290 kilocycles in radio and also provided some money sinews which 
we unsuccessfully flexed in FM. Six years ago, when we decided to launch an 
effort on channel 12 in television, profits which had accrued over the years in 
radio, together with other subsidies provided by John C. Clark, president of 
our company, amounted to approximately $300,000. The money thus provided 
purehased a transmitter, tower, antenna, and studio equipment to start our 
television operation. Up to date, we have expended, in round numbers, $700,000. 
This additional $400,000 was invested in television equipment and the purchase 
and alteration of a building where our present offices are housed. 

Still ahead of us must be added at least $600,000—3$400,000 to complete our 
construction permit for full power, and $200,000 for more adequate studio facili- 
ties to improve local programs for television. This does not take into considera- 
tion investment necessary for color as the art expands in that direction. Our 
television expansion has been possible because again profits have been plowed 
back and stockholders have been devoid of dividends. 

In our area there are now 274,000 television sets. According to the best 
estimates we can make, we are giving almost exclusive service to 178,000 of these 
sets; the other 100,000 sets are divided either between VHF (channel 12) and 
UHF, or are completely UHF. The population of this area is still spending 
substantial sums for new receivers. The end is not in sight. But certainly 
television is progressing and in our opinion WNBF-TYV has done substantially 
a good job, and its curtailment might seriously affect the public in getting ade- 
quate television reception. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ceci D. MASTIN, 
Vice President in Charge of Radio & Television, Clark Associates, Inc. 





STATEMENT OF WREN, Inc., Station WBEN-TV, Burrato, N. Y. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community (Buffaio-Niagara Falls) : 2, 4, 7, 17, 23,7 59. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 4. 

UHF stations operating in community : Channel 17. 

Channels applied for: Channel 7. 
Channels contested : Channel 7. 


Construction permits outstanding: Channels 2, 23. 


2 Reserved for noncommercial educational use. 
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WBEN, Ino., 
Buffalo 2, N. Y., June 1, 1954. 
Messrs. PIERSON AND BALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: In general we agree with the views the committee headed by 
Paul R. Bartlett has authorized you to present to the Potter subcommittee of the 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee on behalf of certain VHF 
television stations. We wish to be included in that representation. 

We wish, additionally, to submit the enclosed statement in relation to the 
effect of antenna height and power, especially as it relates to zone 1, so the 
Potter committee may have a broad view of the television problem which to date 
has been discussed only from a narrow angle. 

We take the position not of an entrenched interest but of a licensee obligated 
to zive the best service possible to the largest number of people that most of the 
evidence to date has overlooked the fact that the VHF stations are serving the 
public. To eut back their power or antenna height, or to fail to allow full 
power in zone 1, will deprive the people who have invested in television receivers 
of service they have a right to expect from licensees. 

In far too many areas today the public receives a degraded television service, 
not comparable with grade A service from either VHF or UHF stations in the 
metropolitan areas. The rural sections of the country are entitled to service 
and, if anything, need it more than the cities do. To cut back the VHF service, 
or to freeze it in zone 1, will deprive millions of viewers of anything approach- 
ing grade A television service. 

UHF stations can and will help fill some of these niches, and they should 
have every encouragement wherever anyone has the courage and business 
sagacity to venture into that field. They, however, have no more claim to 
special assistance at the expense of reduced service to the viewers in their areas 
than the operators of VHF stations would have had to claim assistance in the 
periods when they were losing money in considerable sums during the early 
days of pioneering in television. 

I call attention to the fact that Gary Cohen, vice president of WBUF-TYV, a 
UHF station in Buffalo, N. Y., appeared at the initial session of this committee 
and testified : 

“We did not make the mistake that is ascribed to other permittees of trying to 
get on the air too soon and with inadequate preparation. The day we took to the 
air—I am proud to say—the quality of our picture was as good as that of the 
VHF station and the quality has remained good to this day. Moreover, the 
quality of our programing the day we started operation was as good as that 
of the VHF station and has so remained to this very day.” 

He went on to say: 

“It is our experience that when we have good programing available to us 
that the public cannot receive from any VHF station, they will pay the extra 
money needed to buy UHF equipped receivers and once they buy those receivers, 
we can take care of ourselves.” 

Chis UHF station went on the air August 17, 1953. At the end of 6%4 months 
on the air, it had an audience of 66,073 receivers on the basis of generally ac- 
cepted power company statistics. 

WBEN-TYV, which pioneered television in Buffalo unassisted and in fact 
with the benefit of not a few barbs and criticisms, at the end of a comparable 
period of time was able to state that 7,955 VHF television receivers had been sold 
in the comparable area. 

At the end of 1 year WBEN-TYV claimed with considerable pride that 21,000 
VHF receivers had been sold in this area. 

Over a longer period, it took WBEN-TV 19% months to be able to claim on 
the basis of statistics used from the same source throughout that more than 
60,000 VHF receivers had been sold in this area. 

When the going was tough, we did not go to Washington to ask for help 
in promoting television interest: we didn’t ask anyone else to assist us in de- 
veloping interest in TV. We felt that it was the obligation of the station, if it 
wished to meet its public service obligations and to meet the economics of the 
situation, to work and work to increase receptiveness to television. Yes, there 
has been a ground swell in recent months and years, but that is what has 
helped the UHF station to reach the point where on the one hand it boasts of 
success and on the other joins in the lament that UHF stations are having a 
hard time. 
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Be that as it may, this committee has the obligation to consider the effects of 
a freeze now upon the entire art; such a freeze would hurt UHF quite as much, 
if not more than, VHF. ° 

The committee also has the obligation to consider the people now receiving 
VHF signals which are poor in quality and would be further degraded by any 
eutback in power which isn’t called for as engineering studies will prove. 

So, too, the committee has the obligation to consider the interests of those 
people who now could receive better television service if unwarranted power 
restrictions in zone 1 were eliminated, as they long ago should have been if 
considerations of the largest good to the greatest number had been the determin- 
ing factor. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ALFRED H. KIRCHHOFER, 
Vice president, WBEN-TV. 


MEMORANDUM REGARDING EFFECT OF TALL TELEVISION ANTENNA 


After World War II the Federal Communications Commission issued rules 
permitting commercial operation of television broadcast stations in the VHF 
band. These rules provided for operations with a maximum radiated power of 
50 kilowatts, a maximum antenna height of 500 feet, and a minimum separation 
between cochannel stations of 150 miles. In cases where the antenna height 
exceeded 500 feet the rules required that the power be reduced. As a result of 
experience gained in the operation of television stations, it was realized that, 
with the allocation plan first used, there was interference between stations, result- 
ing in a reduction in service area of each station, and that increased interference 
should be expected with additional stations. In 1948 a freeze was placed on the 
construction of new television broadcast stations while the interference and 
allocation problems were studied. It was intended that the studies would develop 
a method of increasing the television service. Two conflicting possibilities had to 
be balanced. On the one hand increased separation between stations would 
have the effect of reducing the interference and thereby would increase the 
service area of individual stations. On the other hand there would then be 
fewer total stations and therefore less total service. 

In the hearings held during the “freeze” it was developed that, by the use of 
increased antenna heights, greater service areas would be possible for individual 
stations without a proportionate increase in the interference caused to other 
stations. It was proposed that antenna heights up to 2,000 feet be permitted. 
There were no objections to the proposal. 

In March 1951, the Federal Communications Commission issued a new notice 
of proposed rulemaking which provided for a flexible maximum antenna height. 
The nominal limitation of 500 feet was retained, but it was proposed that greater 
heights be encouraged and that a reduction in effective radiated power not be 
required unless objectional interference would be caused to stations operating 
on the same or adjacent channels. With the 180-mile minimum cochannel sep- 
arations then proposed, the use of full power with heights well in excess of 
1,000 feet would be permitted. The minimum adjacent-channel separations pro- 
posed, if actually experienced in practice, would require a reduction in effective 
radiated power with heights in excess of 500 feet. Practically, however, the 
minimum adjacent-channel separations are rarely experienced. Except in a 
few instances, requirements on adjacent-channel interferences would not serve 
to limit the antenna heights used. In the phases of the hearing that ensued, a 
number of objections were raised to the adjacent-channel limitation. These, in 
substance, claimed that the problem of adjacent-channel interference was not 
actually as serious as contemplated by the previous proposed rule. 

In April 1952, at the conclusion of the hearings which had continued with 
interruptions since 1948, the Commission issued its sixth report and order pro- 
mulgating the rules under which the television-broadcasting industry is now 
operating. With respect to the problem of adjacent-channel interference, the 
Commission decided, on the basis of the testimony received and referred to 
above, to delete all provisions from the rules which would prevent the use of 
higher antennas because of adjacent-channel interference. Next, the Commis- 
sion gave consideration to the problem of antenna heights greater than 500 feet. 
Here the action of the Commission is incomprehensible. In the northeastern 
portion of the United States, antenna heights were effectively limited to 1,000 
feet, while in all ether parts of the country, heights of 2,000 feet were and are 
permitted. 
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The order recognized and pointed out that the ratio of service area gained to 
service area lost increases with increasing antenna height. It was found that 

“When two stations are operating cochannel and one station is allowed to 
increase its antenna height greatly in excess of the other, the increase in area 
covered by the first station will greatly exceed the loss in service to the second 
station.” 

Then, further— 

‘Again it should be emphasized that in all cases the service areas are not 
unduly reduced when the minimum spacings are maintained.’ 

On the basis of these findings the Commission has provided for effective 
antenna heights up to 2,000 feet throughout most of the United States. 

With no previous notice or indication, the Commission, however, designated 
the northeastern portion of the United States as zone I and in zone I provided 
for minimum separations between cochannel stations of 170 miles and for a 
limitation on the effective antenna height to 1,000 feet. The reasons given for this 
action have no basis in the findings of the hearing. The ruling states: 

“In view of the fact that station separations in this zone are lower than in 
zones II and III and in view of the fact that cities in zone I are more closely 
located than cities in zones IT and IIT, until a larger body of data is available 
with respect to operation with antenna heights over 1,000 feet with higher 
powers, We are unable to permit operation with such powers at heights over 
1,000 feet.” 

Even with the station separations specified in zone I it is still a fact that 
increasing antenna height results in a net increase in area served. The fact that 
the station separations are less in zone I is, therefore, not a valid reason for 
requiring restricted antenna heights. The fact that cities are generally closer 
together in zone I does present the possibility that one station may serve several 
cities. It is not clear that this is an evil. 

Detailed studies and data have been presented to the Commission showing 
for all VHF assignments in zone I, that the potential service area would be 
increased approximately one-third if the arbitrary height limitation were re- 
moved in zone cE 

The reasons given for the limitation do not now justify its continuation, and 
in fact they never did. The rule apparently is an attempt to encourage the 
development of VHF television broadcasting in certain of the cities by arbitrarily 
restricting the service possible with VHF facilities. If this is the case, it has 
completely failed to take cognizance of the fact that, because UHF television 
broadcasting will always have a more restricted area than VHF broadcasting, its 
character will have to be largely local and its success in competition with 
VHF depends upon the ability to provide programs of local interest at a com- 
petitive commercial cost. Whether or not this can be done is yet an economic 
enigma. In the meanwhile, the service provided by VHF stations in zone I is 
arbitrarily restricted. A list of the States affected is attached. 

We should point out that, with full power and greater heights, not only is 
the service area of a VHF television station increased, but also the quality 
of picture provided throughout the service area is improved. In many areas this 
improvement would permit the viewing public to avoid the cost of installing out- 
door antennas to receive satisfactory pictures. If in the service area of any one 
VHF station, 10,000 set owners could avoid the necessity of outdoor antennas, the 
net saving to the public in that area would be approximately a half-million 
dollars. This is not an unreasonable assumption. If this saving could be 
realized throughout a large portion of the area of zone I, the saving to the 
United States public would amount to untold billions of dollars. This con- 
sideration has been completely outweighed by a desire to encourage the begin- 
nings of UHF television broadcasting, 

We believe provision is necessary to permit the expansion of television broad- 
casting in the UHF band. When the demand for additional service is great 
enough, and the cost sufficiently reasonable, then and only then, will UHF tele- 
vision be practical. Until that time, artificial stimulants will be of little or no 
help. Restriction of VHF service can only act to the detriment of the public 
interest. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ALFRED H. KrrcuH HOFer, Vice President. 
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STATES WITH RESTRICTED VHF TELEVISION BROADCAST SERVICE 


Connecticut Michigan (part) Vermont (part) 
Delware New Hampshire (part) Virginia (part) 
Illinois New Jersey West Virginia 
Indiana New York (part) Wisconsin (part) 
Maine (part) Ohio District of Columbia 
Maryland Pennsylvania 

Massachusetts Rhode Island 


STATEMENT OF WGR Corp., BurraLo, N. Y., PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 2 


Channels allocated to community (Buffalo-Niagara Falls) : 2, 4, 7, 17, 23,’ 59. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 4. 

UHF stations operating in community : Channel 17. 

Channels applied for: Channel 7. 

Channel contested: Channel 7. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 2, 23.7 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE F, GOODYEAR ON BEHALF OF VHF Group 


My name is George F. Goodyear, president of WGR Corp., known until May 8, 
1954, at Niagara Frontier Amusement Corp. (NFAC). NFAC was organized 
in March 1953 for the purpose of bringing additional television broadcasting 
facilities to the Buffalo area. Instigated by Myron P. Kirk of New York City, it 
was formed by myself, Mr. Kirk, J. Fred Schoellkopf, and Paul A. Schoellkopf, 
all except Mr. Kirk being Buffalo area residents. When NIFAC’s application 
for Buffalo channel 2 was filed with the FCC in July 1953, 60 percent of its 
stock was held by 4 residents, including the 8 above mentioned and Seymour H. 
Knox, and 40 percent by 7 nonresidents headed by Mr. Kirk. The 4 residents are 
prominént in the business, civil, and philanthropic life of the area, holding numer- 
ous directorships in corporations and civic institutions, including the presidency 
or chairmanship of the following: University of Buffalo, Buffalo Society of Na- 
tural Sciences, Buffalo Fine Arts Academy, Niagara Share Corp., and Marine 
Trust Co. of Western New York. Two of them were combat officers during World 
War II. While none of the residents had any previous experience in the broad- 
casting or television field, this lack was satisfied by Mr. Kirk, who at one time 
had participated in the management of several radio stations. Mr. Kirk is now 
senior vice president and head of the radio and television department of the 
Kudner Agency, the 14th largest advertising agency in the country. 

At the time NFAC filed its application for channel 2, there were three com- 
peting applicants for the channel. These were: Victory Television Corp. (a group 
of six prominent Buffalonians), Niagara Falls Gazette Publishing Co. (news- 
paper owner), and WGR Broadcasting Corp. (owner of radio station WGR, the 
oldest in Buffalo, enjoying a fine reputation both in the trade and among the 
public). Although each of the four applicants felt that it had the best chance 
of receiving a construction permit (CP), the delay and cost of a “comparative 
hearing” finally induced them to merge, all except NFAC withdrawing their 
applications. The original NF AC stockholders retained 50 percent interest, with 
Victory and the Gazette each having the right to purchase a 25-percent interest. 
The assets of WGR were purchased for $1,450,000. Although this was perhaps 
somewhat higher than the actual value of the radio station by itself, it was felt 
that the combination of a TV station on channel 2 and a 5-kilowatt radio station 
on 550 kilocycles would be well worth the price. The merger agreement was 
consummated on November 2, 1953. 

The decisions of NFAC and the other-mentioned applicants to file for a VHF 
rather than a UHF channel were based on the following reasons: 

(1) The pioneering efforts of WBEN-TYV, the only existing station in the area, 
had already built up a large market of VHF viewers. 

(2) It was known that WBEN-TYV had sustained substantial losses in the 
early period of building up this market. As UHF might initially experience 
similar losses, although to a lesser extent, economic wisdom decided for VHF. 

(3) The prestige of participation in VHF was important for the following 
reasons: 

(a) It offered diversified television facilities to Buffalo area viewers at no 
additional cost (the cost of “converting” receivers to UHF). 
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(b) Buffalo would no longer be in the humiliating position of having only a 
single VHF channel, while many smaller communities had two or more. 

(4) The prestige and economic advantages of VHF more than offset the follow- 
ing disadvantages : 

(a) The presence of competing applicants for the channel appeared to require 
a comparative hearing, thus considerably delaying and increasing the cost of 
additional TV. 

(b) As only one applicant could win a comparative hearing, the other appli- 
eants would lose their entire investments in the venture. 

After the merger, it was hoped that the FCC would grant a CP the following 
day (November 3, 1953). Through no fault of any of the parties to the merger, 
however, unforeseen circumstances prevented the immediate grant of a CP. 

The FCC found it necessary, in fact, to set the application for hearing, so that a 
CP was not granted until more than 5 months later, or on April 7, 1954. Owner- 
ship of station WGR was formally transferred to NFAC on April 30, 1954, and 
a few days later the name of the company was changed to WGR Corp. 

Until April 30, 1954, substantially all of NFAC’s activities had been directed 
toward the securing of a CP. From its organiaztion to this date, it had received 
no income. Its expenses undergone in connection with securing a CP, including 
legal fees, travel and other expenses, have been in excess of $50,000. In addi- 
tion, it is estimated that the expenses in the same connection of the other parties 
to the merger agreement have aggregated in excess of $25,000. 

WGR Corp (formerly NFAC) is now taking active steps to commence commer- 
cial telecasting operations as soon as possible. It has obligated itself to rent 
studio and office space for a term of 15 years at a rental of $90,000 per year, with 
an option to buy these facilities for $600,000 at the end of the first 5 years. It 
is estimated that, if it were necessary to convert these facilities to other uses, the 
rental which could be charged would be less than $45,000 per year. In addition, 
the company has become obligated, for the purchase of television equipment, in 
the aggregate amount of more than $500,000, from which it has not yet of course 
received any income. 

It is expected that WGR Corp. will commence commercial telecasting operations 
not later than August 1, 1954. 

(Signed) Grorce F. Goopyear. 





STATEMENT OF GENERAL ELECTRIC Co. Station WRGB-TV, ScHenectapy, N. Y., 
LICENSEE OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community (Albany-Schenectady-Troy ) : 6, 17,’ 22, 35, 41. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 6. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channels 35, 41. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: 17,’ 23. 


DEVELOPMENTAL YEARS OF WRGB-TYV, ScHENEcTADY, N. Y., 1939-40 


The full history of WRGB traces back to the early months of 1928. However, 
the modern era of the station, which may be considered as starting in 1939 is of 
particular interest at this time. And this statement traces our economic and 
program growth during the 11 years from 1939 to 1950. 

It is significant to note that the station lost money every year during these 
first 11 years and it should be underlined that the loss continued during the 
first 5 years and 1 month of commercial operation—from late 1947 to the end 
of 1950. 

During this 11-year period, the owners invested over $1 million in capital 
equipment, while our total operating loss for this same period was $2,181,823. 

Some of the obstacles which it was necessary for us to overcome during these 
early years were: 

1. Small audience 

There were fewer than 100 receivers in use from 1989 to.the end of the war. 
By the spring of 1948 set distribution had reached 2,000. One year later circula- 
tion had jumped to 25,000, doubling to 52,000 by January of 1950. At the’ end 
of 1950—the first year in which the station “broke even”—receiver installations 
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had reached 133,000. Since then a steady rise has continued until today there 
are approximately 366,000 receivers capable of watching WRGB regularly. 
The UHF operators in this area estimate there are about 75,000 converted 
receivers. Thus there are now more converted sets in this area today than 
there were sets of any kind after we had been operating 10 years. But there 
are still over a quarter of a million receivers in use today not equipped to receive 
a UHF signal. 
2. Program development 

WRGB had to develop as a completely self-sustaining unit during its first 
years. An almost complete lack of film material, coupled with only extremely 
limited network service, put the full weight of programing on the local staff. 
It was even necessary for WRGB to build and operate its own intercity relay 
system from New York City to secure the infrequent network programs which 
were available. 


8. Personnel training 

There was no trained labor market for either program or technical personnel 
during the early years of WRGB. It was necessary for the station to secure 
the best available people from other allied arts and build and train a staff from 
the ground up. 


4. Equipment limitations 

During the early years of WRGB, commercially manufactured equipment was 
not available. It was necessary for the station to use equipment which was in 
its first stages of development and much of it had to be built by the station 
staff. 


5. Advertiser support 


Advertisers were reluctant to use WRGB because of the absence of audienee. 
It was necessary for WRGB to break the vicious circle by investing its own 
money in program development and audience promotion until the quality of the 
programs attracted a large enough audience to warrant advertiser participation. 

Like the pioneer VHF stations, to achieve substantial audience, the pioneer 
UHF stations will have to develop a strong local program service meeting spe- 
cific community needs. 

WRGB believes that progress in the electronic field, supported by an all-indus- 
try campaign seeking the expansion of economic and program resources, 
will within a reasonable time place the UHF stations in a strong competitive 
position. 


STATEMENT oF Skyway Broapcastine Co., StatION WLOS-TV, ASHEVILLE, N. ©., 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 13 


Channels allocated to community: 13, 56,7 62, 78. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 62. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 13. 


ASHEVILLE, N. C., June 9, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: As we wired you this morning you have our support of your 
views as outlined in the wire of May 29 from the informal committee to be pre- 
sented before the Potter subcommittee investigating UHF problems. 

For the record, WLOS-TV has presently spent $62,381 on construction and 
is committed to spend an additional $330,000 on construction authorized by our 
cP. This construction, which is now in progress, includes a 3,000-foot inclined 
plane railway up Mt. Pisgah in western North Carolina which will provide 
a transmitting antenna over 6,000 feet above sea level to adequately serve the 
mountainous terrain. This station will provide service to over 2 million people 
within its predicted grade B contour. It will provide the first primary TV 
signal to most of western North Carolina. 
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The need for this station was vividly demonstrated by public support of the 
people of western North Carolina of our efforts to obtain Mount Pisgah as a trans- 
mitter site. Over 2,000 people of this area, either in person or by written state- 
ment, provided overwhelming evidence to the United States Forestry Service 
of the need for this station in its authorized location. 

WISE-TV, UHF outlet in Asheville, owned by Harold F. Thoms, who is presi- 
dent of the UHF group, is presently affiliated with all four networks. It appears 
that in this instance, anyway, the networks have shown willingness to affiliate 
with a UHF outlet and have provided WISE-TV with a wonderful opportunity 
for service and profit. 

If there is any further information which might be helpful to you or if there 
is anything further we can do, please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
CuHartes B. Britt, Executive Vice President. 





STATEMENT OF CAPITOL BROADCASTING Co., INC., RALEIGH, N. C., 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 5 


Channels allocated to community : 5, 22,7 28. 

VHF stations operating in community: None. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channel 28. 
Channels applied for: Channel 5. 

Channels contested: Channel 5. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CAprroLt BROADCASTING CO., INC., APPLICANT FOR 
CHANNEL 5, RALEIGH, N. C. 


Capitol Broadcasting Co., Ine., is applicant for channel 5 VHF station in 
Raleigh, N. C., area. It is proposed to serve counties having $296 million farm 
income. According to statement of January 5, 1954, of Hon. L. Y. Ballentine, 
commissioner of agriculture, State of North Carolina, the proposed service area 
will include counties producing more than one-half of the farm income in North 
Carolina. 

Commissioner Ballentine is himself chairman of proposed agricultural pro- 
graming council and council members include outstanding leaders in the agri- 
eultural field who are connected with North Carolina State College and the 
extension services of the United States Department of Agriculture, all of whom, 
with two exceptions, reside in Raleigh and are therefore available for service 
to the entire State of North Carolina. 

The same arrangement obtains between said applicant and leaders in the 
educational, religious, and fine-arts fields. 

Total population to be served: 1,435,242. No UHF station can serve so many 
North Carolina citizens. Applicant has agreed, subject to obtaining grant, to 
feed its programs to UHF stations in its grade B coverage area as a public 
service, thus making the tremendous talent pool and program resources peculiar 
to the capital of the State and to North Carolina State College located therein 
available to nearly half of the State’s population. 

As a practical matter, a UHF station only would localize such programing 
and would deprive a large percent of this area of the advantages above outlined. 

Of importance also is the fact that this applicant has been planning for more 
than 6 years to enter the VHF television field and has spent more than $25,000 
to date and has incurred liability for more than $25,000 additional in prosecut- 
ing its application, now in its fifth week of hearing in the city of Washington, 
D, 2 

There is a place for both VHF and UHF and we earnestly hope, regardless 
of who may be the successful applicant for channel 5 in Raleigh, that the Senate 
Subcommittee Investigating UHF Problems will not make it impossible for a 
VHF station in the Raleigh area to render the service proposed. We also 
hope that it will not vote to destroy the large investments made by both appli- 
cants for channel 5 by canceling or delaying the use of the VHF frequency 
assigned to this area. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. J. FLretcHer, President. 
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STATEMENT OF DURHAM BROADCASTING ENTERPRISES, INC., DURHAM, N. C., 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 11 


Channels allocated to community: 11, 40,1 46, 73. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 73. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 11. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF DURHAM BROADCASTING ENTERPRISES, INc., VHF 
CHANNEL 11 


On January 20, 1954, the Federal Communications Commission issued a con- 
struction permit to Durham Broadcasting Enterprises, Inc., to construct a 
television station to be operated on channel 11 in Durham, N. C. At the time 
of the lifting of the freeze and with the announcement of the allocation of VHF 
and UHF channels for the Durham market, it was then our studied opinion that 
we could best serve the area with channel 11. To this end, we have devoted 
more than 2 years of time, effort, and money. We have endured the expense and 
effort incident to a hearing. In this connection and in the interest of bringing 
television to this community at an early date we participated in a merger-type 
agreement, a part of which required the sale of our radio facility WTIK. This 
sale has taken place. It is thus that we find ourselves presently with no source 
of broadcast income to help pay for our television construction costs. Currently, 
we have obligated ourselves to repay $150,000 in debentures and have ordered 
$300,000 worth of television equipment. On the strength of the construction 
permit issued by the FCC we have further obligated ourselves to leases in the 
amount of $34,000 and have incurred preoperating expenses in excess of $80,000. 

At the time of the lifting of the freeze one commercial UHF allocation on 
channel 46 was made to Durham along with the reservation of UHF channel 40 
for an educational station. Since that time the FCC has made an additional 
allocation on UHF channel 73 to Durham. The Commission has granted a con- 
struction permit covering the original commercial UHF allocation on channel 
46, and the construction permit for the UHF channel 46 has been returned to the 
Commission. 

At the present time Durham Broadcasting Enterprises, Inc. represents the 
only authorized effort being made to bring television to Durham, either UHF or 
VHF. Any deterring action on the part of the FCC would not only deprive the 
citizens of our area of a service to which they are entitled but would also im- 
pose an extremely severe economic hardship on Durham Broadcasting Enter- 
prises, Inc. 

Respectfully submited. 

HarMon L. DuNcAN, President. 


STATEMENT oF WDAY, INoc., Station WDAY-TV, Faroo, N. Dak. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community : 6, 11, 347 40. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 6. 

UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 

WDAY, Inc., 
Fargo, N. Dak., June 9, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We at WDAY-TYV are following with interest the questions in- 
volved in the Senate subcommittee investigating UHF problems. 

The wider coverage provided by the VHF bands is extremely essential, both 
from the public interest standpoint, and the economic standpoint, particularly 
for stations such as ours located in areas that are not densely populated. Wide 
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rural coverage is absolutely necessary for stations located in agricultural areas, 
and particularly true in agricultural areas where large farms are prevalent. 

Actually, more than half our viewers are widely scattered farmers, and we are 
convinced that they need and appreciate the services of TV more than the urban 
residents, and most of these could not be reached with the UHF signal. 

We sincerely hope that the committee will do nothing to disturb the present 
VHF allocations. 

Sincerely, 
Tom Barnes, Manager. 





STATEMENT OF CROSLEY BROADCASTING CoRP. 


Operator of WLT-T, channel 5, Cincinnati, Ohio; WLW-—D, channel 2, Day- 
ton, Ohio; WLW-C, channel 4, Columbus, Ohio; WLW-—A, channel 11, Atlanta, 
Ga. 

Channels allocated to Cincinnati: 5, 9, 12, 48,’ 54, 74. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channels 5, 9, 12. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 48,' 54. 

Channels allocated to Dayton: 2, 7, 16,’ 22. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channels 2, 7. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for : None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 22. 

Channels allocated to Columbus: 4, 6, 10, 34,’ 40. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channels 4, 6, 10. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for : None. 

Channels contested : None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 34.* 

Channels allocated to Atlanta: 2, 5, 11, 30,' 36. 

VHF stations operating in community : Channels 2, 5, 11. 

UHF stations operating in community ; None. 

Channels applied for : Channel 30.’ 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding : Channel 36. 

The Crosley Broadcasting Corp. submits respectfully for the record of this 
hearing basic information regarding its development of four television proper- 
ties, WLW-T, Cincinnati, WLW-D, Dayton, WLW-C, Columbus, and WLW-A, 
Atlanta, now VHF channels 5, 2, 4, and 11, respectively. 

The activities of Crosley in the field of television broadcasting commenced 
as early as April 1937 when it began experimentation relating to equipment de- 
sign and development, leading to the establishment February 1, 1939, of a regular 
television division in its engineering department. On February 3, 1939, Crosley 
filed its first application for a construction permit for an experimental television 
broadcast station, receiving a grant on August 28, 1940, with the call letters 
WSXCT. Even before this date, as early as April 26, 1939, Crosley gave public 
demonstrations of the use of television equipment with wire rather than wireless 
transmission. 

Crosley’s WLW-T, Cincinnati, was not only the first commercial television 
broadcast station in the State of Ohio, but also the first in the area served by 
WLW-radio, including Indiana, Kentucky, and West Virginia, the application for 
same being filed originally on November 15, 1944, with the original grant to 
Crosley dated November 21, 1946. 

Crosley filed the original application for a television station in Dayton on 
February 26, 1945, the grant being received from the Commission April 4, 1947. 

Crosley’s WLW-C was the first station in Columbus, Ohio. The application 
was filed on January 2, 1945, and the grant received November 21, 1946. 

To construct these 3 television stations, Crosley expended $1,939,723.77, execlud- 
ing here the man-hours of its staff and its legal fees. The capital investment 
to November 30, 1953, for these stations totaled $2,608,692.34. 
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The operating losses of these 3 stations amounted to $1,642,129.75 before 
the first dollar profit was realized. The Cincinnati station was operated at a 
loss from the first broadcast, February 9, 1948 (Cincinnati had but 1,300 TV 
receivers at that time) to November 1, 1950, losses totaling $951,920.70. The 
Columbus station was operated at a loss from the first broadcast, April 4, 1949 
(then only 2,000 TV receivers in Columbus), to November 1, 1950, losses amount- 
ing to $371,534.15. The Dayton station was operated at a loss of $318,674.90 
from beginning of operations, March 15, 1949 (then only 4,000 TV receivers in 
Dayton), to November 1, 1950. Actually, the losses experienced were much 
greater than set out above in view of the fact that early development costs and 
initial television broadcasting expenses were borne largely by WLW-radio. 

Following the original construction and upon receipt of “show cause” orders 
following the Commission’s sixth report and order, Crosley spent in total $200,000 
in making channel changes and another $300,000 to increase power to maximum 
with new high gain antennas in Cincinnati, Dayton, and Columbus. 

Since the initial broadcasts on these three stations, Crosley has pioneered in 
the extension of operating schedules and has invested hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in program development. 

To bring the best talent and special events to its viewers, Crosley spent $128,- 
560 from March 11, 1949 to June 27, 1951, to construct and operate its own micro- 
wave relay system in the absence of regular Bell System relay and cable service. 

In addition to the aforementioned expenditures to stimulate an interest in 
television and, therefore, to purchase of receivers by the public, Crosley ex- 
pended in 1 promotion alone, $48,000 in staging a 3-day TV jubilee in each city, 
Cincinnati, Dayton, and Columbus. All TV set manufacturers participated in 
the promotion to make the public more television conscious. Yet all costs were 
borne by the Crosley Broadcasting Corp. 

As the result of such aggressive leadership, these 8 cities (as of March 1954) 
have a higher percentage of set saturation than has Chicago, not only a much 
larger city but 1 having 4 TV stations. 

On February 11, 1953, Crosley purchased WLTV, Atlanta, Ga. (then VHF 
channel 8, now 11), from Broadcasting, Inc., at a cost of $1,450,000. 

Immediately, Crosley invested $136,000 in program development and as of 
April 18, 1958, lengthened its programing schedule from 73 hours to 107 hours 
per week and opened its broadcast day at 9 a. m. rather than at 1:50 p. m., 
forcing the 2 competitive stations to commence early morning programing 
service. Again, Crosley has just recently extended its Atlanta schedule and is 
now broadcasting 114 hours a week and is signing on at 8 a. m., Monday through 
Friday. 

WLW-TV was, and still is, without full DuMont and ABC network service. 
The station is expending additional funds to bring such service from the net- 
works through a costly cable arrangement. 

Capital investments for WLW-A have been considerable and will before long 
approach the total originally paid for the property. Investments include a 
new 50-kilowatt transmitter and allied equipment, new studio equipment, a new 
studio building (under lease) and property for a new high tower, construction 
of which is the next step contemplated in improving the service of the station 
to the public. 

Exclusive of intercompany sales, in 15 months of operation, WLW-—A has made 
a profit only 2 months, March 1954, amounting to $272.83, April 1954 amounting 
to $2,259.20. Yet capital investments will continue to be made, including the 
erection of a new tower of maximum height. Crosley has faith in Atlanta’s 
future and as a company feels financially able and competent to continue VHF 
pioneering in that city, looking ahead to the time when it will prove to be a 
profitable operation. 

In summary, before Crosley made a profit on any of its television operations, 
it sustained total losses of $1,642,129.75, excluding Atlanta. In spite of these 
losses, it made capital investments beyond the initial construction cost 
($1,939,723.77) of $668,968.57. 

In the opinion of Crosley and in view of this record, UHF development, of 
necessity, must undergo similar stages and must be in the hands of licensees 
of financial stability in order to bring it to the level which VHF enjoys today. 
Crosley is not acquainted with all other VHF operations but is familiar with 
scores of them and is aware of their experience of similar losses during the 
costly stages of development pricr to the attainment of the present status of 
VHF. 
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In the field of UHF, Crosley has granted the use of the tower of WLW-T to 
the Greater Cincinnati Educational Television Foundation for WCBHT, channel 
48. It has also granted the use of a considerable portion of its transmitter 
building for this educational group and has contributed both air time (on 
WLW-T) and all production costs for a series of programs to promote this 
proposed UHF station. 

Crosley has cooperated closely with UHF station WHIZTY, Zanesville, Ohio, 
and has, since that station commenced operation, cooperated with it in order 
that it might receive NBC program service directly from the tower of WLW-C, 
Columbus, even though Crosley’s Columbus station renders service to Zanesville. 

Additionally, we respectfully submit that in order to include and provide 
receiver facilities for UHF reception, we are informed that the manufacturing 
division of AVCO expended considerable sums in pioneering as early as 1950 in 
ultratuner converters and licensed two other companies to manufacture it. 
The manufacturing division, in company with other manufacturers, has incurred 
very substantial losses in order to further the ability of UHF stations to have 
available sets able to receive their transmissions, 

Che policy of this company will continue to be one of the closest cooperation 
with UHF stations, both educational and commercial. 





STATEMENT oF TULSA Broapcastine Co., STATION KTVX, MuskKoGer, OK1LA., 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 8 


Channels allocated to community: 8, 45,’ 66. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 8, 


STATEMENT OF L. A. Bust, Jr., Vick PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, 
TELEVISION STATION KTVX, CHANNEL 8, MUSKOGEF, OKLA. 


My name is L. A. Blust, Jr. I am vice president and general manager of the 
Tulsa Broadcasting Co., operators of radio stations KTUL, Tulsa, Okla., and 
KFPW, Fort Smith, Ark., and permittee of television station KTVX, channel 8 
in Muskogee, Okla. KTVX was granted a construction permit by the FCC on 
April 9, 1954, and is presently under construction. 

The Tulsa Broadcasting Co., permittee of KTVX, is owned by the principal 
stockholders of Griffin Grocery Co. of Muskogee, Okla. John T. Griffin is presi- 
dent, James C. Leake, vice president, Marjory Griffin Leake, vice president, and 
Bryan Mathes, secretary and treasurer. All the officers and principal stock- 
holders of the Griffin Grocery Co. live in Muskogee, Okla., the city to which 
ITVX is assigned 

The Tulsa Broadcasting Co, applied for channel 8 at Tulsa shortly prior to the 
1948 freeze. At that time there was no VHF channel assigned to Muskogee and 
channel 8 was then available for Tulsa. After the sixth report and order, 
channel 8 was taken away from Tulsa and assigned to Muskogee. Because the 
principal stockholders of the Tulsa Broadcasting Co. lived in Muskogee, it was 
decided to dismiss its application for channel 8 at Tulsa and apply for the 
Muskogee channel 8 This application was filed in June 1952. 

There were UHF channels available in both Tulsa and Muskogee at the time 
the Tulsa Broadcasting Co. applied for VHF channel 8 in Muskogee: but since 
our intentions were to serve the greatest number of people possible, and since 
the UHF channels at that time did not seem to us to fill these requirements, we 
filed for the VHF channel 8 at Muskogee. 

Two other applicants applied for channel 8 in Muskogee and the FCC finally 
set the hearing on January 6, 1954, to begin on February 5, 1944. On March 6, 
1954, the examiner issued an initial decision in favor of the Tulsa Broadcasting 
Co., and this decision was made final by the FCC on April 9, 1954. Thus much 
effort and planning have gone into the television project of KTVX, channel 8, 
Muskogee, Okla., by the Tulsa Broadcasting Co, 

It is estimated that over $30,000 has been spent on legal fees, engineering fees, 
salaries, surveys, traveling expenses, hearing costs, and consultant fees to proc- 
ess and bring the KTVX project to a successful conclusion. 
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In our application for ITVX before the FCC we have indicated that we 
intend to spend approximately $800,000 to build our television station. Sub- 
stantial sums of money have already been spent on equipment and buildings 
and the balance is either contracted for or will be contracted for by the time 
the station goes on the air early in September 1954. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that this committee take into considera- 
tion the case of KTVX as well as many other VHF operators before any action 
is taken. 

In general we will oppose the following proposals made by the UHF group 
and its advocates: 

1. The elmination of intermixture of VHF and UHF channels. 

2. The allocation of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively. 

3. The imposition of any freeze upon application proceedings or upon the 
issuance of operating authority covering permits already granted. 

4. The reduction and limitation of the coverage areas of VHF stations. 

We propose to support the following proposals made in the hearings: 

1. All reasonable and proper steps to encourage production and distribution of 
receiving sets having all channel tuners. 

2. The use of booster stations to improve service inside a station’s coverage 
area. 

We intend to make as many constructive suggestions as possible as to how 
the economic and program resources of the industry can be expanded, but we 
intend to oppose those proposals that would have an adverse effect upon the 
whole medium in its attempt to get revenue and programs. 

All the rules and regulations of the FCC have been followed by the Tulsa 
Broadcasting Co. in their long struggle to obtain a television permit. It would 
be grossly unjust to change the ground rules after the game has been played. 
The VHF operators have also invested millions of dollars and much time and 
effort on facilities, which were won in fair contests before the FCC. They 
are rendering a service to many areas and communtites which would not receive 
a service if their stations were required to operate on the UHF band. 

There is an element of risk in the operation of any business. Some will 
succeed and some will fail, depending upon the resourcefulness, the energy, their 
know-how, and many other factors. It would seem unwise, however, to impose 
restrictions on the successful operators to the end that all would fail. This 
would be giving the television industry a blow that might well kill it instead 
of curing any minor ills it might have. 

It is, therefore, respectfully requested that this committee thoroughly investi- 
gate the foregoing facts before taking action on the prposals of the UHF group, 
and that both sides of the question be thoroughly investigated before any 
decisions are reached. The city of Muskogee should not be further delayed in 
having its only television station. 


STATEMENT OF WKY RaproPpHone Co., Station WKY-TV, OKLAHOMA City, OKLA,, 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community : 4, 9, 18,’ 19, 25. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 9. 
UHF stations operating in community : Channels 19, 25. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: * 13. 


STATEMENT oF WKY RapiopHone Co., Licensee or TELEVISION STATION WKY-TYV, 
OPERATING ON CHANNEL 4, USING MaxImuM Power PERMITTED BY THE FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Prior to the decision of our company to apply for a construction permit, we 
contacted existing stations to determine their financial history, as well as their 
evaluation of the future of the television industry. Among these stations were: 
WBKB, Chicago; KSD-TV, St. Louis; KFI-TV, Los Angeles; WTMJ-TV, Mil- 
waukee; KLEE-TV, Houston; KBTV, Dallas; and KRSC—TYV, Seattle. 

It is interesting to note that not one of the stations listed above gave us any 
encouragement, but to the contrary we were counseled not to enter the television 
business because of the financial burden to the parent company. 
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Our early investigations proved: 

(a) Apathy on the part of potential advertisers toward the television media. 

(b) High cost of television receivers. 

(c) Small picture tubes. (Some were 10 inches and other were even as smail 
as 7 inches). " 

(d) No estimate as to when cable facilities would be extended to the South- 
west 

(e) Program sources were practically nonexistent. 

It will be noted that some of the obstacles confronting our station in 1948 are 
confronting UHF licensees at the present time with the exception of program 
sources, receiver cost and size of picture tubes. 

Despite the gloomy future our president, E. K. Gaylord, decided the people of 
Oklahoma deserved television, and that regardless of ‘the cost our company 
should provide television service to Oklahoma. When this decision was made 
not a single television receiver was available in the State of Oklahoma. 

On April 18, 1948, we filed an application for a construction permit with the 
Federal Communications Commission requesting channel 4, and on June 2, 1948, 
a construction permit for this channel was granted and the call letters WKY-TV 
assigned. In less than 6 weeks, or on July 12, 1948, we had placed an order 
with the Radio Corp. of America for television equipment that obligated our 
company for $288,378.83. 

Prior to receipt of the television equipment the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, on September 30, 1948, issued its freeze order. Despite an uncertainty 
caused by this order, construction was commenced in accordance with the con- 
struction permit issued by the Federal Communications Commission, and com- 
mercial operation of WKY-TV began June 6, 1949. 

The largest sum we lost during a single month was $34,791.15 and the first year 
of our operation, 1949, we lost $186,777.43. In 1950 we lost $82,868.35, or a total 
of $269,645 before a modest profit was shown in October 1950. Therefore, it 
required 16 months of continuous losses to find a month in which we broke even. 

During the 5 years WKY-TV has been in operation we have obtained every 
technical improvement developed by the industry engineers and authorized by 
the Federal Communications Commission. 

Currently we are operating at the maximum power permitted by the Federos! 
Communications Commission, and recently have obligated our company for ap- 
proximately $300,000 in order to pioneer color television. WKY-TV was the 
first station to receive color cameras which permit the production of live color 
telecasts, and at present we are producing 5 hours per week of live color pro- 
graming which is in excess of the combined operations of the 4 so-called national 
networks. 

During the 5 years of our television operation we have paid only 1 dividend to 
our stockholders, and with this exception all of the net income has been expended 
to improve our television facilities and our program service to the people of 
Oklahoma. 

We retained Pulse, Inc., of New York, to make a survey of 29 counties in Okla- 
homa. This survey was made in January 1954. The survey included the 
following counties : 


Caddo Logan Okfuskee 
Kingfisher Payne Hughes 
Noble Blaine Pontocoe 
Grady Garfield Murray 
Oklahoma McClain Stephens 
Seminole Lincoln Comanche 
Canadian Pottawatomie Kiowa 
Cleveland Major Washita 
Dewey Pawnee Custer 
Garvin Creek 


This research company also determined the television penetration of these 
counties and found the VHF penetration to be 58 percent while the UHF penetra- 
tion was 7.9 percent. There are approximately 250,000 receivers in this area. 

In a survey aso conducted by Pulse, Inc., in January, 1954, for Oklahoma 
City, this research company reported the VHF penetration for Oklahoma City 
was 73.1 percent, while UHF penetration was 14.5 percent. 

Our initial operation provided approximately 18 hours of programing per week. 
At present we are providing 18 hours and 15 minutes of ‘programing per day, 
being on the air from 6 a. m., to 12:15 a. m., Monday through Friday, with a 
slightly reduced schedule on Saturday and Sunday. Our total programing efforts 
per week amount to 121 hours and 15 minutes, 
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STATEMENT OF OKLAHOMA TELEVISION CorP., STATION KWTYV, OKLAHOMA CITY 
OKLA., OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 9 


Channels allocated to community: 4, 9, 13,1 19, 25. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 9. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channels 19, 25. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding; Channel 13.1 


KWTYV, 
OKLAHOMA TELEVISION CorpP., 
Oklahoma City 14, Okla., June 7, 1954. 
Mr. W. THEODORE PIERSON, Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR MR, Prerson : When the KWTYV construction permit was granted on July 
23, 1953, there was only one VHF channel in Oklahoma City. As a consequence, 
many of the top network and transcribed television shows were not available to 
viewers in this area. 

Realizing the importance of the situation, KWTV proceeded with the greatest 
possible speed, and at an extra expense of approximately $100,000 to build tem- 
porary studios, to purchase a special 345-foot tower, and all of the other equip- 
ment necessary for the installation. This was done to make CBS shows, as well 
as other transcribed programs, available to this market. We are now completing 
our new building at a cost of approximately $450,000. Construction on our new, 
1.572-foot tower is now underway. The cost of the tower alone is $600,000, and 
while we are presently operating on a 10 kilowatt transmitter, installation of a 50 
kilowatt transmitter is also under way. When our plant is completed and we 
are operating with full power of 316 kilowatts from our 1,572-foot tower, KWTV 
will have an investment of almost $2,000,000. 

The construction of the 1,572-foot tower was approved by our organization to 
enable KWTYV to give television service to areas in Oklahama that otherwise 
might never be served. 

When KWTYV went on the air on December 20, 1953, we spent approximately 
$15,000 publicizing and advertising the new channel—and a full list of CBS pro- 
grams along with other film shows would be available to the viewers in our area. 

Just as soon as we can determine a definite starting date (which is now pro- 
jected for October 1, 1954) from our new tower, KWTV will launch another 
newspaper and advertising campaign—using practically every daily and weekly 
newspaper in Oklahoma. 

Without any question, the inauguration of television service by KWTV has 
meant a tremendous improvement of program service to people in this area. It 
brought about a competitive situation that had not existed for approximately 
4 years. 

The viewers and listeners have profited greatly by the coming of KWTV. 
Needless to say, all of the troubles, trials, and difficulties were part of KWTV's 
problems. They were increased by the fact that we were crowding construction 
to make service available at the earliest possible moment. 

On December 20, when KWTYV inaugurated service, there were practically no 
UHF converters in this area. However, the best evidence that KWTV or the 
VHF stations in this market have not retarded UHF progress is the fact that in 
the last issue of Broadcasting Telecasting, it is stated that more than 100,000 sets 
have UHF converters in this area. 

The source of this statement comes from no one other than Mr. John Esau 
who operates a UHF station in this market. Assuming that his figures are cor- 
rect—that almost 50 percent of the television sets in the Oklahoma City have been 
converted in the face of two VHF stations. KWTV found with the operation 
of channel 4 during the 4 years prior to our channel 9, made a problem for many 
viewers in our class B and fringe areas. These people had all installed low- 
band, channel 4, antennas. We will meet this situation again when we start 
our operation from our 1,572-foot tower. In other words, thousands of tele- 
vision-set owners have found for the best reception in the outlying areas, that 
the installation of a channel! 9, or high-band antenna—or the installation of an 
all-service antenna, is advisable for the best reception. 
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We feel that any change in the present allocation of television channels—or 
ny freeze for any additional channels to be issued, would be a serious obstacle 
or the advancement and further progress of the television business. 

Our attorney in Washington, D. C., Mr. Frank Fletcher, has been authorized 
to represent us in the hearings and is also authorized to cooperate with you to 
he fullest extent. 

Cordially yours. 
kpGar T. BELL, 
General Manager 





STATEMENT OF IRWIN COMMUNITY TELEVISION Co., IRWIN, Pa. 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to Irwin: 4. 

Channels allocated to Pittsburgh : 2, 11, 13,’ 16, 47, 53. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 2, 13. 
UHF stations operating in community : Channels 16, 53. 
Channels applied for: Channels 4, 11. 

Channels contested: Channels 4, 11. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 47. 


TESTIMONY OF EDWARD J. HIRSHBERG, PRESIDENT OF IRWIN COMMUNITY TELEVISION 
Co., IRWIN, PA. 


I am Edward J. Hirshberg, president of Irwin Community Television Co., an 
applicant for VHF television channel 4, Irwin, Pa. I desire to oppose the sug 
gestions which I understand have been made to this subcommittee that (1) the 
rcce freeze VHF hearings and grants, and (2) that all television should be re 
moved to the UHF band. 

Irwin Community Television Co. is comprised of 156 stockholders, the bulk of 
whom reside in Irwin and the surrounding area outside of Pittsburgh. Our 

ympany was incorporated in May 1953, for the purpose of filing application with 
the FCC for a television station on channel 4, which has been allocated to Irwin. 
Our stockholders are business and civic leaders who wish to render a television 
expression. Irwin is more than 15 miles from Pittsburgh—and we feel there is a 
definite need for a television station such as we propose which will be locally 
owned and operated. As you may know, Pittsburgh already has two VHE sta- 
tions, WDTV on channel 2 and educational station WQED on channel 13; and 
two UHF stations, WENS on channel 16 and WKJF-TV on channel 53. In 
addition, VHF channel 11 has been allocated to Pittsburgh, with the three ap 
plicants now in a hearing contest for the frequency specifying Pittsburgh as the 
main studio location. The remaining Pittsburgh allocation, UHF 
has been granted to WTVQ but the station is not yet in operation. 

On April 21, 1954, our application for channel 4 was designated for comparative 
hearing with 4 other applications for this frequency. The hearing commenced 
May 21, 1954, with a prehearing conference, and a further hearing is scheduled 
for June 15, 1954. Much time, effort, and expense have been incurred by our 
company and its stockholders both prior to and since the filing of our application 
on June 23, 1953. It should be noted that all three of the Pittsburgh UHF sta- 
tions were granted in a relatively short time without contest and without hear- 
ings. The time, effort, and expense incurred in obtaining such grants are small 
compared to that which is required of the 5 applicants going through the com- 
parative hearing for channel 4. Moreover, present indications are that a final 
decision on channel 4 cannot be anticipated for a number of months. 

No public purpose would be served by freezing the hearing on channel 4 now 
under way, or by freezing the decision upon completion of the hearing. The 
Irwin area needs a local television service now. The Pittsburgh stations have 
not endeavored to meet this need. Channel 4 represents the only possibility for 
local television service in our area; and to freeze the channel would indefinitely 
deprive the area of such service. The delays required by the hearing process in 
themselves are detrimental; but the imposition of a freeze would be disastrous 
from the public standpoint. 


channel 47, 
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Moreover, consideration should be given to the considerable effort and expense 
already incurred by the 5 applicants for channel 4, which applied in reliance on 
the FCC allocation of the frequency to Irwin. The UHF permittees in Pitts- 
burgh concluded, as a matter of business judgment, to apply for UHF and 
obtain quick uncontested grants, knowing full well they would have immediate 
competition from the existing VHF station WDTV, as well as competition from 
channels 11 and 13 in Pittsburgh when grants were made on those frequencies. 
It now would be unjust for them to contend that because of economic difficulties 
they may have encountered, a freeze should be placed on further VHF hearings 
or grants for stations serving the area which they serve. UHF permittees have 
taken a business risk; but it is not the American system to freeze competition 
to bail out business risks, particularly when, as here, potential viewer competi- 
tors have invested substantial time, effort, and money in reliance on a Govern- 
ment allocation made after careful deliberation and with full opportunity for 
publie objections to such allocation. 

Irwin community opposes any suggestion that all television be moved to the 
UHF band because it believes that VHF is much better adapted to serving the 
public in areas such as Irwin where the terrain is rugged, and because the 
American public has expended millions upon millions of dollars in VHF receiving 
sets and antenna installations. It has been proven beyond doubt that VHF can 
do the coverage job required in hilly areas such as ours, but there is some question 
whether UHF, because of its technical limitations, can do as good a coverage 
job. In any event, the expense of obtaining equivalent coverage in the two 
hands is much greater for UHF. Furthermore, the loss to the American public 
of its investment in VHF receivers and antennas would be many times the losses 
of the present UHF stations were all television to be moved to the UHF band. 


STATEMENT oF WJAC, INc. Station WJAC-TV, JouHnstown, Pa., 
LICENSEE OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community: 6, 56. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 6. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 56. 
Channels applied for: None. 
Channels contested: None. 
Construction permits outstanding: None. 
JUNE 1, 1954. 
Hon. Senator CHARLEs E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Communications Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: In view of the many statements made by the UHF Telecasters 
Committee before your distinguished body, we feel it necessary that certain of 
our views be incorporated into the record of your hearing. 

We brought television to central Pennsylvania beginning September 15, 1949, 
when there were approximately 1,500 sets in the entire area. Four years later, 
the UHF station came on the air with the set count in the neighborhood of 
675,000, none of which were equipped to receive UHF. We have been excep- 
tionally proud of the program standards held by our station, and brought out 
by the innumerable letters received from viewers. We have consistently carried 
all the top shows. Needless to say, this has made it difficult to obtain con- 
versions for UHF reception. However, we should point out that with the type 
of terrain in our area, if every television set owner in metropolitan Johnstown 
and metropolitan Altoona were to obtain a converter and attempt to receive the 
UHF signal, a minmum of 40 percent of the homes would be without television 
We are conservative in our figure, and from all engineering information available 
we know it to be true. 

As you can see, in the neighborhood of $50 million worth of television sets 
plus the many millions of dollars already invested in antennas would become 
obsolete. It is certainly inconceivable that the distinguished Members of the 
United States Senate on your committee would consider anything that would re- 
sult in a loss of this nature to the residents of just one small area of the United 
States. 

We might also point out, although we believe it is not necessary, that we be- 
gan our television operation without any assurance whatever that we would ever 
make money. We had only our faith in the industry and the people of our coun- 
try. This assurance and faith has been the beginning of many successful enter- 
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prises, and we believe, further, that it is the desire of your committee that a 
faith of this type remain part of the American way. 
Your sincere consideration on the problems of the VHF telecasters in a ter- 
rain such as ours is most respectfully requested. 
Yours very truly, 
Atvin D. ScHRotTt, 
Treasurer and General Manager. 





STATEMENT OF ALLEGHENY BroADCASTING Corp., APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 4 AT 
MOKEEsportT, Pa. 


Channels allocated to Irwin: 4. 

Channels allocated to Pittsburgh: 2, 11, 13°, 16, 47, 53. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 2, 13°. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channels 16, 53. 
Channels applied for: Channels 4, 11. 

Channels contested: Channels 4, 11. 

Censtruction permits outstanding: Channel 47. 


STATEMENT OF LEE W. ECKELS, ALLEGHENY BROADCASTING CorRP. 


I am secretary-treasurer and a member of the board of directors of Allegheny 
Broadcasting Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. is licensee 
of standard broadcast station KQV, Pittsburgh, Pa., and since October 1945, has 
een an applicant for a permit to construct a new commercial television station 
in the Pittsburgh area. Its application now requests the use of channel 4 with 
main studios in McKeesport, Pa., which city is a part of the Pittsburgh standard 
metropolitan area. 

Under the Table of Assignments set forth in the rules of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission VHF channels 2, 11, and 13, and UHF channels 16, 47, 
and 53 are allocated for use in the city of Pittsburgh, with channel 13 being 
illocated for noncommercial educational use; and channel 4 is assigned to 
Irwin, Pa., a suburban community situated in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area. 
he Pittsburgh standard metropolitan area, according to the 1950 United States 
Census, has a population of 2,213,236. It comprises Allegheny, Beaver, Wash- 
ington, and Westmoreland Counties. 

rhe situation with respect to the channels already assigned to the Pittsburgh 
area is summarized as follows: 

Station WDTYV, licensed to Du Mont, operates on channel 2 and for more than 
414 years was the only television station in the Pittsburgh area. It carries pro- 
grams furnished by the four national networks, Du Mont, Columbia, American, 
and National. It commenced operation in January 1949, 

On July 14, 1953, station WKJF-TV commenced commercial operation on 
UHF channel 538. It carries some network programs furnished by the National 
network. 

On August 25, 1953, station WENS commenced commercial operation on chan- 
nel 16, and carries programs furnished by the Columbia and American net- 
works. 

There is also a construction permit outstanding for station WTVQ on channel 
47, which permit expires on July 6, 1954. The station is not yet on the air, and 
1 do not know the status of its construction. 

Noncommercial educational station WQED commenced operation early in 
April 1954. 

The two unassigned channels in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area are 4 and 11, 
both of which are now involved in public hearings before the Commission. 
Chere are 5 applications, including that of Allegheny Broadcasting Corp., re- 
questing use of channel 4 and 3 applications requesting the use of channel 11. 

An attempt has been made to determine the number of television sets distrib- 
uted in the areas serviced by Pittsburgh television stations. The information 
available is not adequate to permit an accurate estimate of the number of VHF 
sets in use in the area or the number which have not been converted or are 
not capable of UHF reception. However, it is noted that station WDTV 
claims that there are 990,000 sets in its service area and station WENS claims 
approximately 307,000 television sets in its service area capable of UHF recep- 
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tion. On this basis it would appear that approximately 680,000 sets in the 
service area of WDTV are presently unconverted and incapable of UHF re- 
ception. 

The fact that there have already been grants of stations on the 3 UHF chan- 
nels, 2 of which have been in operation for about 10 months, may raise a question 
as to why, at the termination of the so-called freeze in 1952, Allegheny con- 
tinued to request the use of a VHF channel rather than to apply for the use of 
one of the UHF channels assigned to the area. 

This matter was carefully considered. The factors which led to our decision 
can be summarized as follows: 

The advice given by our chief engineer and consulting engineers was to the 
effect that UHF channels could not, within any reasonably foreseeable time, 
be expected to provide as adequate a service in the Pittsburgh metropolitan 
urea as could be provided by the VHF channels. Our engineers were aware of 
field surveys conducted by Westinghouse engineers in 1949 which indicated that 
propagation on UHF channels over the rough terrain of the Pittsburgh metro- 
politan area was not as indicated by the Commission’s curves as then proposed 
and was decidedly inferior to that experienced on VHF channels. While we 
considered as a certainty that both UHF transmitting and receiving equipment 
would improve and that the difficulties presented by the rough terrain would 
probably be largely overcome, we had no reasonable assurance as to when such 
improvements might be expected. Weighing all these factors, we concluded not 
to abandon the prosecution of our application for a VHF channel in favor of 
a UHF channel. 

It has been suggested in this record that the Commission adopt another 
“freeze” policy with respect to VHF. It has also been suggested that the Com- 
mission suspend action for a year upon the Pittsburgh area channel 4 applica- 
tions. The following of either of these suggestions would unnecessarily conflict 
further injury upon the more than 2 million people residing in the Pittsburgh 
metropolitan area. It must be remembered that, because of the television 
“freeze” in effect between 1948 and 1952, for a period of 444 years these people 
had available to them the service of only 1 station, WDTV; and in view of the 
fact that more than 50 percent of the sets in the area are incapable of receiving 
UHF, it cannot be said that the 2 UHF stations now in operation have fulfilled 
the need for additional television service in the Pittsburgh area. 

Moreover, the interests of Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. would also be further 
injured. In this connection, Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. has had pending 
before the Commission an application for a television station since October 
1945. Through April 1954, the corporation has paid out over $92,000 as charges 
incident to the preparation and prosecution of such application. In addition 
thereto, a total sum of $1,850,000 has been committed to the project; and the 
corporation is currently paying a commitment charge upon $1,250,000 of such 
total amount. Thus, a further “freeze” or delay would result in extreme hard- 
ship to Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. 

It has also been suggested that all television broadcasting be moved to the 
UHF band. This action would not serve the public interest insofar as the 
Pittsburgh metropolitan area is concerned. This is especially true considering 
the fact that, in the rough terrain of the area, UHF is substantially inferior to 
VHF from a technical standpoint. This has been established by the Westing- 
house field measurements taken in 1949 and has been fully confirmed by the 
operation of other UHF stations in this and other areas of similar rough ter- 
rain. Moreover, such action would result in completely unjustified, severe eco- 
nomic hardship and injury to the VHF-only set owners in the Pittsburgh metro- 
politan area. Such sets undoubtedly represent an investment of well over $100 
million. As to many, complete loss could be avoided only by the expenditure 
of additional sums for conversion to UHF. But, as to others, conversion would 
be to no avail and their sets would be rendered obsolete. 

There is no merit to the implication in this record to the effect that Pittsburgh 
UHF station operators were lured into their positions upon the assumption that 
there would be but two commercial VHF stations in the area against which they 
would have to compete, as indicated by the allocations set forth in the sixth 
report and order of the Commission. Such UHF station operators for some 
weeks before receiving their grants were aware of the Commission's allocation 
of channel 4 for use in Irwin (or some other city within 15 miles thereof) and that 
the station ultimately assigned the channel would serve the Pittsburgh metro- 
politan area. With full knowledge of this allocation, they chose to prosecute 
their unopposed applications for UHF facilities as an alternative to being 
subjected to a competitive hearing on either channel 11 or channel 4. 
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In conclusion, it is the position of Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. that (i) a 
further “freeze” on the processing of applications and construction permits, or 
(ii) suspension of the channel 4 proceeding in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area, 
r (iii) any action to restrict television broadcasting to the UHF band would 
not serve the public interest. 

LEE W. ECKELS, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 





STATEMENT oF WCAU, INc., StaTION WCAU-TV, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 10 


> Qr 


Channels allocated to community: 3, 6, 10, 17, 23, 29,’ 35. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 3, 6, 10. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 
Channels contested: None. 

nstruction permits outstanding: Channels 23, 29. 


WCAU, 
Philadelphia, June 1, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN : In regard to the present Senate committee hearings on the prob- 
ems of UHF, I feel it is important that the same committee be shown some of 
difficulties that VHF operators encountered in their early days of telecasting. 

WCAU-TYV officially started commercial broadcasting as of May 28, 1948. 
Prior to that time, for approximately 2 months, we had been broadcasting experi- 

entally. At that time, we had an investment in equipment and studio con- 
version of approximately $680,000. Our operating loss during the year of 1948 
was $439,299. In 1949, our operating loss was $391,357 and our operating loss 
through April of 1950 amounted to $25,000. These losses were despite the fact 

hat our radio operation carried 75 percent of all administrative overhead in- 
luding real-estate rentals, building maintenance, light, heat, air conditioning, 

id such dual-capacity departments as administrative auditing, promotion, 
engineering, music, ete. 

On May 28, 1948, according to the best estimates at that time, there were only 
about 35,000 sets in our market. Currently, in the coverage area of WCAU-TY, 
there are approximately 1,600,000 sets. Obviously, this large number would 
cause an insurmountable conversion problem if thought were given to changing 
all VHF broadeasting to UHF. So far as we know, there is no exact figure for 
the possible number of sets that have been converted to UHF. 

Yours most sincerely, 
DoNALD W. THORNBURGH. 





STATEMENT OF WCSC, INc., Station WCSC-TV, CHARtzstTon, S. C. 
OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 5 


Channels allocated to community : 2, 5,7 13, 17. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 5. 
UHF stations operating in community : None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 2. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. Rivers, PresipENT, WCSC, Inc., on BEHALF oF WCSC-TYV, 
CHANNEL 5, CHARLESTON, S. C. 


WCSC-TY, licensed for 100,000 watts on channel 5, in Charleston, S. C., com- 
menced construction in December of 1953. Broadcasting operations commenced 
June 19, 1953, under an interim authorization of 31,000 watts from a tower 
height of 525 feet with a 6-bay RCA antenna. Our investment, by the time we 
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begin to operate at our maximum licensed power, will be approximately $400,000 
for equipment alone, plus another $100,000 in specially designed studio built for 
WCSC’s use and rented to WCSC for a period of 35 years. As of April 12, 1954, 
based on the Nielsen nationwide surveys and the monthly releases from RETMA, 
there are 114,000 VHF television receivers within a radius of 100 miles of this 
station, representing an investment of approximately $35 million on the part of 
the people in this area. Approximately 40 percent of the homes are now 
equipped to receive television and it is reasonable to expect that there will be 
invested in VHF television receivers an additional $20 million in the next 1 
or 2 years. 

We oppose any freeze on the granting of VHF licenses, we oppose the allocation 
of all television stations to the UHF band exclusively, particularly in our own 
ease the junking of $400,000 worth of equipment would do us irreparable 
damage, the economic injury being of such proportions as to probably cause the 
failure of this enterprise, and we can see no reasonable justification to obsolete 
$30 to $70 million of receivers in the hands of the public, bought in good 
faith in the expectation of receiving continuing service from stations in the 
VHF band. 

The undersigned recalls that the Columbia Broadcasting System several years 
ago released a statement regarding their position about affiliation with UHF 
stations. This statement was widely circulated in the television trade press 
and a prudent investor in UHF facilities had ample warning that at least one 
network seriously doubted the soundness of investment in UHF equipment. 

No committee of Congress, or manufacturers, or the public, have offered 
to underwrite our investment in frequency modulation. We made such an in- 
vestment in the hope that it would prove to be profitable. The fact that fre- 
quency modulation has not in our case been profitable does not justify our asking 
that AM radio be moved into the FM band, nor does it justify our asking Congress 
to reimburse us for our unfortunate investment. WCSC has experienced sub- 
stantial difficulty in gaining recognition from advertisers, from the network, 
from the national spot level, and from the local level. We are, at the moment, 
the only station in the South Carolina coastal area and within the first year 
of operation we have been successful in gaining recognition from sufficiently 
large numbers of advertisers to give us a profitable operation. 

We are faced with competition in the fall of 1954, and depending upon the 
policies of our competitor our business may either continue to be a profitable 
one or it may very well, and quickly, be changed into substantial losses, there- 
fore, an investor in television, inasmuch as it is a new media, by the very 
nature of the business, takes substantial economic risks, and in secondary mar- 
kets such as the coastal area of South Carolina, we know of no positive assur- 
ance that television, regardless of its class of station, will automatically earn 
substantial returns on invested capital. We urge upon the committee every 
possible help that Congress can give to have manufacturers build all channel 
tuners to the end that the public may have the widest selectivity of program 
material, but we can see no reasonable justification for the elimination of 
intermixture of UHF and VHF and the allocation of all television to the UHF 
band exclusively, and respectfully ask the Congress that no such punitive step be 
taken to destroy our own investment and the millions invested by the public to 
receive programs from this and other similarly situated stations. 

JoHn M. Rivers, 
President, WCSC, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF CAROLINA BROADCASTING SysTEM, INnc., STATION WNCT, 
GREENVILLE. S. © 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 9 


Channels allocated to community: 9. 
VHF stations operating in community: 9. 
UHF stations operating in community: 9. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 
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[Telegram] 


PRS Hh 


JUNE 1, 1954. 
PrerRsSON & BALL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Carolina Broadcasting System, Inc., owners of WNCT, Greenville, N. C., chan- 
nel 9, desires to join informal group you represent in protesting move of all 
television to UHF. Greenville is town of 18,000 in eastern North Carolina and 
depends completely upon population area within 60 miles to have adequate base 
for support television for this area. Undoubtedly would be denied if reduced 
in area served by moving to UHF it would obsolete more than 50,000 sets. We 

esire committee to take any and all measures to secure future of UHF short 
of destroying VHF. Please remember millions of citizens throughout Nation 
will be denied any television if VHF service is discarded. 

A. HARTWELL CAMPBELL, Manager, 


STATEMENT OF Mountain Criry TELEVISION, INc., CHATTANOOGA, TENN., 


APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community : 3, 12, 48, 49, 55. 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 12 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 3. 

Channels contested: Channel 3. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


STATEMENT OF Ramon G. PATTERSON, PRESIDENT oF MOUNTAIN Crry TELEVISION, 
Inc., APPLICANT FoR A VHF TELEVISION STATION AT CHATTANOOGA, TENN. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Subcommittee on Communications ; 
In view of the fact that your committee has been offered many proposals designed 
to cure the economic ills of those persons engaged in UHF television operation, 
I thought that in order to get a complete picture, you would be interested in re- 
ceiving the views of persons like myself who would be severely injured should 
some of the recommendations made by the UHF proponents be adopted by your 
committee. 

The most alarming suggestion, to me, was the recommendation that an im- 
mediate freeze of VHF grants be instituted by the Federal Communications 
Commission in order to give UHF operators an opportunity to commercially 
exploit their stations without VHF competition. This, to me, is certainly not 
the normal concept of American competition and while on a conjectural basis, it 
may be of some assistance to the UHF operators, it would certainly be disastrous 
financially to me and my associates. 

Chattanooga, Tenn., has ben assigned channels 3, 12, 43, 49, and 55. Channel 
55 is assigned for noncommercial educational use. Mountain City Television, 
Inc., could, if it had desired to do so, have applied for any of the foregoing 
channels with the exception of channel 55. Obtaining a UHF grant in Chatta- 
noga would have been comparatively easy however, it would have been a gamble 
as to whether or not the VHF channels allocated to the city were to be granted 
in a short time by the Commission or whether they would be so tied up in 
prolonged bitterly fought hearings as to give the UHF operator time to establish 
himself. The reason he would need time to establish himself is because fair 
television signals in the VHF band are received in Chattanooga from Atlanta 
stations. Most of the UHF operators thus knew or should have known when 
they applied for their stations that they were engaging in not only the television 
business, but in a risky gambling enterprise. 

Based upon the best advice it could obtain from all available sources, Moun- 
tain City, in March of 1952 filed an application requesting VHF channel 3. When 
it filed its application, it knew it would have to compete with any other appli- 
cants who might file for this channel; two applications were filed for channel 3 
in Chattanoga and a hearing, therefore, became mandatory. 

The hearing on the Mountain City application and that of its competitor com- 
menced before an examiner of the Commission on April 20, 1953. The hearing 
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consumed many days and the record in the case was finally closed on August 20, 
1954. Besides the sessions held in Washington, depositions in support of its 
application and its competitor’s applications were taken in Chattanooga, Tenn., 
during May 1953 and one deposition was taken in Chattanooga in August 1953. 
Proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law were prepared on behalf of 
Mountain City Television, Inc., and were filed with the examiner. The case 
has been in the examiner’s hands for some months and an initial decision is 
expected momentarily. 

The expenses which Mountain City has incurred in the filing and prosecution 
of its application have amounted to more than $20,000. These expenses in- 
clude attorneys’ fees, engineering fees, transportation of witness to Washington, 
D. C., hotel bills, options on land and buildings, court reporter costs, printing 
costs, labor costs in connection with the preparation of exhibits for the hearing 
and interest on money borrowed. When the examiner’s initial decision is 
released, there undoubtedly will be additional fees and costs amounting to many 
more thousands of dollars before a final decision is released by the Commission. 

At the present time, there are no UHF stations operating in Chattanooga, 
There is one VHF station operating. Assuming it is successful, Mountain City 
Television, Inc., can complete with this station if its application should be 
granted within a reasonable period of time; if, however, the granting of VHF 
stations should be frozen for an indefinite period so the UHF operators in 
other communities can operate until they show a profit, then it is doubtful 
whether the Mountain City station will ever be able to effectively complete 
with the VHF station, which by then will already be firmly established in 
Chattanooga. Moreover, the freezing of VHF grants in Chattanooga would not 
only result in giving the existing VHF station a monopoly in the area for an 
indefinite period of time but would also deprive not only the viewers, but the 
commercial interests of Chattanooga of a choice of local television stations. 

As has been pointed out above, since there are no UHF stations in the city of 
Chattanooga, the freezing of VHF grants would in no wise benefit DHF opera- 
tors either in Chattanooga or elsewhere. 

Another suggestion has been made to the effect that all UHF stations should 
be transferred to the UHF band. This also would be disastrous to Mountain 
City Television, Inc., since in order to get on the air as quickly as possible (should 
its application be granted), approximately $100,000 worth of television equip- 
ment has already been purchased by Mountain City and is in storage in 
Chattanooga, Tenn. This equipment was purchased in good faith on the premise 
that there would be VHF stations and, therefore, should the Mountain City 
application be denied, then in that event, the equipment could undoubtedly be 
sold, even at a discount, to some other VHF applicant. A large part of the 
moneys already invested in this equipment is represented by a transmitter and 
antenna which are only usable for VHF operations; consequently, any transfer 
of all television stations to the UHF band would again cause irreparable 
economic injury to my associates and me. 

I should like the Committee to know that I am sympathetic with the plight 
of the UHF operators, even though they should have known that operation in 
mixed areas was a risky venture and could result in great losses and am hopeful 
that in some way a solution to their difficulties may be discovered. However, I 
think it would be quite unfair to endeavor to straighten out the UHF difficulties 
by any method which will cause serious economic injury to other persons who 
in good faith, have already expended many thousands of dollars. 


STATEMENT oF CARTER PUBLICATIONS, INc., STATION WBAP-TV Forr Worth, 
Trex, 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 5 


Channels allocated to community: 5, 11, 20, 26.1 
UHF stations operating in community: Channel 5. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 11. 

Channels contested: Channel 11. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 
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JUNE 2, 1954. 
CHARLES E. POrTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: In connection with the hearings now being conducted by the sub- 

ymmittee of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee investi- 

ting the problem of the ultra-high frequency television operations, the under- 
ened desires to submit the following information and data which may be 
of some help to the committee in its determination of the problem that is 
resently studying. 

lelevision station WBAP-TV located at Fort Worth, Tex., was licensed to 
Carter Publications, Inc., and began operation under date of September 29, 
1948. At the time of such operation there was a total of 500 receiving sets in the 
Fort Worth-Dallas area, which area had a combined population of 1,115,512. 
Source: Sales Management Survey of Buying Power, May 1949. Since the 
beginning of operations and by diligent effort as well as constant promotion 
in cooperation with both manufacturers and distributors, receiving sets circula- 
tion has increased in the area so that there are now some 376,000 television 
receivers. Since there is no ultra-high frequency television station serving the 
community, there has been no conversion of VHF receivers to accommodate UHF 
reception. 

Carter Publications, Inc., originally invested in the construction of its VHF 
television station the sum of $1,500,000, such expenditure covering land, con- 
struction cost, and television operating equipment. Since that time and for 
the sole purpose of keeping abreast with the television art, the licensee has in- 
vested an additional sum of $1,200,000 so that its invested capital in television 
station WPAB-TYV as of this time is $2,700,000. The sum of $2,700,000 so invested 
represents capital investment only as distinguished from any expenditure for 
operations 

From the date of operation, namely, September 29, 1948, and until October 
31, 1950, the VHF television station continuously operated at a loss, which loss 
aggregated the sum of $230,500. The average monthly loss during the 2-year 
period of time was $9,583.33. In the month of November 1950, the financial 
picture changed so that there was a gross profit for such month of $122.09. Since 
that time the station has continued to make money; however, such earnings 
have been of a slow and progressive nature as distinguished from a sudden 
and rapid return. The success of the VHF operation can be attributed to the 
policies initiated by its owner with respect to the furnishing of an outstanding 
program service (irrespective of cost) which the viewing public will accept as 
meritorious and worthwhile; the constant adding of additional capital to replace 
obsolete equipment and in keeping abreast with the new technological develop- 
ments in the industry, to the end that the public receives the finest in program 
service. 

Very truly yours, 
CARTER PUBLICATIONS, INC., 
Harold Hough, Vice President. 





STATEMENT OF HARBENITO BROADCASTING CoMPANY, INc., STATION KGBT-TV, 
HARLINGEN, TEx. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community (Brownsville-Harlingen-Weslaco) : 4, 5, 23, 36. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 5. 

UHF stations operating in community: None. 

Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 

JUNE 4, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : We wish to express our individual view regarding the proposal 
before the Potter Committee for the elimination of coverage of power of VHF 
stations. 

Our market is an isolated area, agricultural in nature, and is stretched over 
a 75-mile area. VHF coverage at lower power is, in our opinion, the only 
method that can afford to operate in this market. 
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This organization invested money and time during the channel-allocation hear- 
ings to get a VHF channel moved to the center of the area. We went to con- 
siderable expense and time to consolidate radio facilities here to get channel 4 
without a hearing. Although KGBT-TYV was the first station operating here on 
the American side of the Rio Grande, our situation was made easier somewhat by 
channel 7 having been in operation from Matamoros for 2 years prior to our 
opening. Channel 7, from Mexico, used American programs from all networks 
and American films. This created a set count of approximately 25 percent 
saturation at the time we opened, October 4, 19538. However, with the start, we 
sustained some severe losses while getting network and local programing and to 
move our set count to a 40- to 45-percent saturation. 

For the size of the market, we have a large investment in VHF equipment 
end in programing. All sets in the area are VHF sets. In our opinion, no UHF 
combination sets have been sold in the area. A switch from VHF to UHF would 
be the same as starting in a new area with no sets in the market. The loss in 
transmitting equipment and future operational losses would make operation 
under such a change doubtful. A reduction in coverage would segment the 
market and make operation possible only on such a reduced schedule as to lose 
much of the effectiveness of a station. 

Sincerely, 
Troy McDANIEL, 
General Manager. 





STATEMENT OF WicHITA Fats TeLevision, INc., Station KWFT-TV, 
WicuiITa Farts, Trex. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community: 3, 6, 16,' 22. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channels 3, 6. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


KWFT-TYV began telecasting on VHF channel 6, March 6, 1953. An interim 
eperation with single-bay antenna and 135-foot tower was necessary until FM 
tower could be rebuilt and 5-bay antenna delivered. KWFT-TV began operating 
on full authorized power as of July 17, 1953. 

At the time we went on the air, there were very few sets in the community. 
Our best guess was that there were probably about 500. The owners of these 
sets had high towers with antenna installed to receive Oklahoma City, Dallas, and 
Fort Worth stations. During our first month’s operation, we devoted a great 
amount of effort and expense to promoting the sale of sets in this area. This 
was accelerated to some degree when our competitor, KFDX-—TV went on the 
air April 12, 1953. 

KFDX-TYV is affiliated with NBC television and ABC television, and KWFT-— 
TV is affiliated with CBS television and Du Mont. 

In the early days of our operation it was very difficult to get network pro- 
grams because advertisers felt that we did not have enough sets in the market. 
It has only been recently that our network schedule has begun to improve. 
There are a great many of the better programs which we have been unable to 
get orders for this market even though a great amount of effort has been put 
forth in this direction. 

For the period March 1, 1953, through April 30, 1954, our total operating loss 
was $89,241.68. Our loss for the month of April was $7,632.62. We are hopeful 
that we will reach a break-even figure by fall. 

Our total investment in television is approximately $400,000, and we feel that 
it will be necessary to spend an additional $100,000 to go to maximum power in 
order to provide adequate service to the area. 

There are now approximately 75,000 sets in the area which we service, and 
since there is no UHF service at all in this area, the elimination of VHF would 
mean that all these sets would have to be converted. To our best knowledge 
there have been very few sets sold in this area which will receive UHF. 


WicuitTa Fatits Terevision, Inc. 
By Kenyon Brown, President. 
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SrATEMENT OF FISHER’s BLEND STatTion, INC. Station KOMO-TYV SEatTtte, 
WASHINGTON 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 4 


Channels allocated to community: 4, 5, 7, 9,’ 20, 26 
VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 5. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: Channel 7. 
Channels contested: Channel 7. 
Construction permits oustanding: Channels 9,’ 20. 
JUNE 8, 1954. 


rman of the Senate Subcommittee on Communications and Its Members: 


Pertaining to the subcommittee’s investigation as to UHF television, the under- 
ied, Fisher’s Blend Station, Inc., licensee of channel 4, KOMO-—TY in Seattle, 
sh., respectfully submits the following observations : 

1. As of May 1 there were an estimated 351,100 sets in our service area. In 

the event all VHF stations in this area were required to convert to UHF at least 

percent of these sets, or 333,000, would become obsolete and require conver- 

n for UHF at a cost ranging from $15 to $50 per set. 

2. The 2 existing television stations in Seattle, channel 4 and channel 5, are 

f necessity situated on the top of one of the highest hills in Seattle with the 

aximum antenna height allowed by the Federal Communications Commissio1 

f 1,000 feet. Seattle is an extremely hilly terrain and even with the height of 
the existing television towers, a very considerable area served by these stations 

unable to obtain a good signal, because of shadows and obstructions. This 
difficulty will be multiplied manyfold if only UHF television is obtainable since 

e bending characteristics and the propagation of UHF signals are distinctly 
nferior to that of VHF signals. 

The television set owners in this area have invested very substantial sums 
in home antennas situated upon their roofs in order to receive VHF signals; in 
many instances they have gone considerably beyond normal costs to eliminate 
ghosting and other reception problems caused by the hilly terrain. UHF con 
version would render the present receiving antennas obsolete and would require 
new antennas at an additional average cost of at least $40 per home. Even with 
good antennas the problem of ghosting and fill-in behind the hills could not be 
met with UHF. It is the opinion of competent engineers, including our own, 
that a very substantial percentage of homes in our primary service area would 
not be able to receive a satisfactory UHF picture. UHF conversion of these 
channels would be ruinous to the commercial value of television in Seattle. 

1, KOMO-TY represents an investment in buildings and equipment alone 
totaling in excess of $1,249,000. This does not include the preparation and plan- 
ning costs involving a large number of personnel carried over a period of 5 years 
n anticipation of the ending of the 314-year freeze. Our original application for 
television was filed in April 1948. Over one-half million dollars was expended in 
studio facilities in anticipation of our early entry into television. Our invest- 
ment was predicated upon the availability to us of a VHF channel, thus enabling 
us to adequately cover the hilly area of Seattle and to operate as a regional sta- 
tion as well. Had we known or been advised that a UHF channel would be as- 
signed to us, we would not have made the investment nor would we have applied 
for a television channel. In the event we are deprived of our VHF assignment 
of channel 4, we in effect by governmental edict have suffered a very substantial 
oss which in our opinion amounts to completely unjustifiable confiscation. 

5. Because of the freeze we were delayed in our entry into television until 
December 10, 1958. While there was then a sizable ownership of television re 
ceiving sets established in the area, the profit picture to date for KOMO-TYV has 
not been overly attractive. Our profits in fact have only approximated one-half 
| percentage to sales as compared to our profits in radio prior to television. A 
long period of risk faces us in view of the imminence of color, requiring trans- 
itter conversion and heavy costs of studio and originating color equipment. 

6. In the last analysis the value of a television station to the advertiser is in 
erms of cost per thousand viewers. The increasingly high cost of network 
rograming and the very competitive situation which exists in the Seattle market 
today, further complicated by the addition, in the near future, of another com- 
petitive VHF station, together with the competitive bidding for film material 
nd local talent is bringing about a steadily increasing cost to the advertiser. 
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This can only be justified on the basis of increasing set ownership at the same or 
greater rate. If UHF is the exclusive television signal for the Seattle area, a 
very substantial number of people will refuse to buy television sets, and many 
will discard their present sets because of inability to receive a satisfactory UHF 
picture. In other words, television in Seattle would be in very serious jeopardy. 

It is respectfully urged that the present channel assignments arrived at in 
a period of over 3 years’ study by the Federal Communications Commission 
should not be disturbed. The people in this area with 3 commercial and 1 educa- 
tional VHF channels and 2 UHF channels assigned to Seattle together with 2 
VHF and 2 UHF channels assigned to Tacoma are more than adequately served 
under the present assignments. No benefit and only harm will result to the pub- 
lic if all channels are converted to UHF or if part of the channels are assigned 
to UHF. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DonaLp G. GRAHAM. 


STATEMENT OF LouIS WASMER, SPOKANE, WASH. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 2 


Channels allocated to community: 2, 4, 6, 72 

VHF stations operating in community: Channels 4, 6. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channel 2. 


JUNE 1, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: Pertinent to the Potter hearings-—-Senate subcommittee inves- 
tigating television problems. 

I have read with great interest some of the preposterous proposals made by 
the UHF group and its advocates. In the first place, each and every applicant 
for a UHF channel made his or her application fully realizing that there was a 
difference between UHF and VHF. For these licensees and permittees to now 
suggest that the very high bands be abandoned is just as practical as all FM 
licensees requesting that AM licenses be canceled and moved to FM bands. 

The complaint of the UHF licensees and permittees is akin to the age-old 
struggle between high and low band AM broadcasters, regional and clear chan- 
nels. These debates, protests, and hearings have been going on since the organi- 
zation of the first Federal Radio Commission. 

In point, I personally operated an AM station on what has always been known 
as graveyard frequency, namely, KGA at Spokane, at a loss for many years. 
While it is true that I attempted to improve the frequency of the station during 
my period of ownership, I did not request that all licensees from 900 kilocycles 
to 550 kilocycles be moved into the poor band that had been allocated to me. 

At this moment I am constructing a television station under a construction 
permit issued in March. I first made application for a television station in 
Spokane in May 1952, and was obliged to go through with comparative hearing 
in order to obtain the construction permit. The total cost of obtaining this con- 
struction permit for final decision was $114,000. I am not engaged in construct- 
ing this television station and expect to have an investment of at least $750,000 
when it is completed. The uncertain position that I find myself in due to the 
improper claims and demands made by the UHF group are extremely disturbing 
and cause me to give serious consideration as to whether I should go forward with 
construction at this point. 

Very truly yours, 
Lovrs WASMER. 
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STATEMENT OF WSAZ, INc., STATION WSAZ-TV, HunTINGTON, W. VA. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community: 3, 18, 53. 


VHF stations operating in community : Channel 3. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channel applied for : Channe! 13. 

Channel contested: Channel 13. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


My name is Lawrence H. Rogers and I am the vice president and general man- 
ger of Station WSAZ-TYV at Huntington, W. Va. 


I. DECISION TO ENTER TELEVISION 


WSAZ, Inc., filed for a television construction permit in May 1948, requesting 
facilities of 12-kilowatt ERP visual on channel 5, assigned to Huntington, W. Va. 
The permit was issued on July 29, 1948. 


II, QUESTION OF THE FREEZE 


The now famous freeze order was issued shortly after our construction per- 

t arrived. Naturally this caused consternation among the stockholders, who 
naturally anticipated that the permit might be subject to major revision after a 
quarter-million dollar investment had been made. This subject was discussed 
with the then Chairman Coy, who said, in effect, that it was our money, and 
we were free to spend it any way we chose. As for any indication as to what 
night come of the freeze, he didn’t know. We decided that the obvious poten- 
tial impact of television, the tremendous importance to a town of 85,000, the 
know-how of a successful radio operation, outweighed the gloomy atmosphere; 

nstruction was commenced. 


Ill. HOW OF TELEVISION, 1954 


\ far gloomier aspect than that of the UHF operation of today faced us in 

1949. There were 154 sets in our area, and the area of that day was perforce 

thought to be our hometown of 85,000 since TV signals were line-of-sight signals 

only according the best informed sources. No one had ever built a television 

station in such rough terrain as ours, or in such a small city. The gamble was 

ade on the theory that if we covered Ashland, Ky., and Ironton, Ohio—adja- 

encies in the home market—we might squeak through; if we also could reach 

Portsmouth, Ohio, and Charlestown, W. Va., we were sure of a potential that 
ould put us in the black. 

\t that point, our primary problem was the physical task of getting a signal 
behind the sharp ridges and into deep valleys. What to put on that signal was 
another matter. There was no network available to us. There was no likeli- 
hood of network connection even if they wanted to affiliate us. No one of our 
home communities was large enough to boast a large entertainment circuit or 
availabiilty of talent. This was simply a start-from-scratch operation. 

Some operators had reported considerable savings by combining studio and 
transmitter operations. We planned likewise. But to do so meant sacrificing 
all hope of success by limiting coverage to only the hometown; or to put our 
transmitter in a location that could not be readily reached. Thus, when mat- 
ters of access of personnel, feeding personnel, access of talent or visting digni- 
taries, shipment of film, and many other daily operating problems were con- 
sidered, we decided to build downtown studios, and a mountaintop transmitter. 
New studios were required on theory that combining with radio studios would 
seriously hamper radio operations ; furthermore not enough space was available 
for an adequate TV studio. 
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Lack of local talent required thinking of sports coverage as a sure-fire set 
builder. This meant in addition a complete remote unit. 

Foregoing resulted in a third of a million dollars being spent to put on the air 
a station which in essence was as complete as any metropolitan area station in 
a small town—at that time underpromoted and underexploited by the national 
distributors and advertisers as private enterprise. 

The present situation, we are convinced, will right itself if permitted to proceed 
along democratic, free-enterprise lines—just as has been the history of radio 
and all other business. The people will be served—and those who have the ability 
and facilities will serve them— if left alone by other than fair rules of the game. 
The engineering brains of the electronic industry will evolve ways and means so 
that public demand is met, in all parts of the country, without subsidies or 
protection or preferential treatment to those who through a mistaken judgment 
or limited abilities and experience, or both, seem to feel that they should be 
maintained in business despite economic realities and at the expense of those 
who had the courage and willingness to pioneer this field. 

After all, who is complaining and raising all the hubbub? Certainly not the 
public. Let us not be carried away by the clamor of the few who are not crying 
out in behalf of the people, but rather because of their own economic plight and 
selfish interests. 

However, it was noted that our signal was penetrating hills, and our coverage 
was reaching points 75 miles distant with some regularity. Thus it was felt that 
if service could be provided beyond the weak half-million dollar efforts to date, 
it might reach homes by the hundred thousand, thus becoming an effort capable 
of returning the investment and providing an important service. 

Plans were devised for the erection of an intercity microwave relay system 
to interconnect us with the Cincinnati stations. Even without network orders 
we could then provide Cincinnati baseball and other events of similar magni- 
tude. An additional revenue source might be advertisers who used the Ohio 
Valley area on a regional basis. This project was undertaken at an approxi- 
mate cost of $150,000, and not without some soul-searching and blind faith on 
the part of stockholders and management. There were no startlingly successful 
precedents to offer us hope. 


VI. NEW ERA OPERATIONS 


The mere fact of interconnection did not spell success. It did build the set 
population; but it didn’t sell advertising at such a rate as might have been 
hoped for. As a result, expanded service hours, more regional efforts, and more 
showmanship, were decided upon as the answer to profitable operations, We 
were spending in excess of $30,000 per month before we found the formula for 
profit. To attractthe public’s attention it was necessary to give them everything 
they asked for and more of it. 


VII. CONTINUED TECHNICAL PROGRESS 


WSAZ-TYV has installed every major development for the improvement of tele- 
vision as it has been developed. Working closely with the Commission after 
the sixth report, we installed the first postfreeze transmitter and accomplished 
a shift from channel 5 to channel 3 with the minimum disruption of service. 
As soon as conditions permitted, we built and oceupied a complete new produc- 
tion center with facilities for every type of local program. We have continued 
to pioneer in local and regional news and public affairs programing, and went 
on the air with network color in March 1954, 6 months ahead of schedule. 


vir 


All of the foregoing projects have been carried on at the expense of the total 
earnings of the corporation in both television and AM broadcasting. Even now, 
an additional $350,000 is being spent to improve and solidify the technical 
facilities with regard to dependable coverage in very difficult terrain. It has 
been seen that the corporation risked a third of a million dollars to get into 
television, only to see the operation lose over $100,000 before it found the formula 
for profit. Then, it was as a result of spending an additional $100,000 and more 
for facilities. Faith in the future of this project has prompted the company 
to invest almost an additional $1,000,000 of earnings and added capital to provide 
permanent quarters and the greatest possible transmission facilities within the 
ability of our engineering force to create, and within the present and predictable 
regulations of the FCC. 
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Ix. SCOPE OF SERVICE TO PUBLIC 


From the risky beginnings of a “minimum” operation, we have expanded to a 
mplete round-the-clock broadcasting service employing 150 persons and bringing 
ew fame and fortune to the area covered. We have made every effort to pro- 
, note areawide understanding and unity through an aggressive program of news, 
special events, and public affairs programs, via live, remote, and film operations. 
We telecast nearly 120 hours a week of which nearly a quarter is live local. At 
ast count we had 114 separate live local shows a week. To demonstrate the 
ne and seriousness of our public service efforts we have full-time experts 
serving as: Educational program director; religious program consultant; pub- 
affairs director ; farm director ; news and special events director. 
The educational director coordinates, produces, and sometimes participates 
, daily programing which is presented in coordination with colleges and county 
ards of education from all major communities of our area. The religious direc- 
or coordinates Sunday worship services, semiweekly religious advice programs, 
ind devotional activities and special events. The farm director is a man who 
rved for 40 years as county agent; known and revered throughout the area, 
e contributes much to the rural viewer. Public affairs director’s duties range 
m production of special programing in conjunction with chemical industry, 
) special shows for collection of blood for Red Cross. He coordinates all public 
ervice campaigns on the station and represents the station in public service 
groups. 
In the field of news and special events, WSAZ-TYV maintains a full staff of news 
porters and cameramen, with an editorial supervisor under the news director. 
e editorial supervisor comes to us with a background as assistant professor 
journalism at West Virginia University. In addition, a staff of movie photog- 
iphers is supplemented by a group of a dozen or more “stringers” in towns 
nd villages all over the West Virginia-Ohio-Kentucky area. Daily film reports 
e received on all manner of local news events, customs and activities. 
In addition WSAZ-TY staff and executives, as well as the company, are active 
1 every major community or area activity for civic betterment. We have been 
strumental in the success of projects as diverse as a new airport in Huntington, 
nd a new symphony association in the village of Pomeroy, Ohio. 


hana 


X. EXISTENCE THREATENED 


Chere are over 400,000 families equipped with VHF receivers within range of 
WSAZ-TV. Of these, not more than 10 percent are equipped for UHF reception 
present ; indeed, not more than 20 percent are within range of a UHF signal 
even if they were so equipped. Thus a change of channel to UHF now would 
ean an immediate total loss of service to some 360,000 homes—representing 
n investment in TV installations by the public of our area of over a $1 
million, The permanent loss of service that could result in such a change 
n channel would be felt by as many as a quarter of a million homes, represent- 
ng a public investment in sets, antennas, and service of as much as 75 
millions. This estimate is based upon the coverage differential in our terrain 
f the channel 3 signal on 60 megacycles as against an ultra-high-frequency 
ignal perhaps 10 times as high. The UHF signal simply will not penetrate 
he rugged hills, and thus must depend upon the more compact centers of 
opulation. But our area population is scattered over many thousands of square 
liles of hills and hollows through eastern Kentucky, southern West Virginia, 
nd the Virginia panhandle. It does not seem feasible to deprive these Americans 
together of this TV service. 

Because of the terrain difficulties scores of mountain communities have built 
their own multifamily antenna systems at great effort and cost. This method of 
picking up the WSAZ-TYV signal provides these people’s only contact with the 
outside world—a whole new world that has been opened to them by this elec- 
tronie miracle. The effort and expense in some of these home installations is 
prodigious. I have visited the home of one mine foreman in Logan County, 
whose antenna lead, like hundreds of his neighbors, runs 4,000 feet up the al- 
nost sheer face of a mountain. This man’s television means so much to him 
that he spent an entire summer of leisure hours and weekends hacking ¢ path 
ip the mountain for this lead wire—and in the process killed 27 rattlesnakes 

hose skins he proudly displayed on the backyard fence. This man, and 
lozens of thousands like him, would lose his investments, the fruits of his 
travail and his entire contact with modern-day America and the world if VHF 
elevision were abolished. The responsibility for such an action by this com- 
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mittee, or the Commission, must be accepted with the consciousness of the fate 
of the dollars spent by the mountain people, of our Nation who happen to live 
beyond presently possible UHF signal propagation. 

The scope of operations of WSAZ-TYV, constituting as it does a major contribu- 
tion to every major civic area improvement program, is dependent wholly and 
absolutely upon the continuance of its regional coverage nature and the na- 
tional advertising revenues derived therefrom. Every facet of our experience 
dictates that a change from this coverage picture would force the drastic reduc- 
tion in personnel, operating hours, public service activities, and overall scope 
of programing. Retention of large staff of entertainment talent and above- 
listed public service specialists would be impossible, and the public would be 
the greatest loser. Any effort to improve nationwide service by destroying 
the efforts of the pioneer stations must necessarily depreciate rather than 
improve the benefit to the public. 

LAWRENCE H. Rogers, 
Vice President and General Manager. 





STATEMENT OF WKBH TE evision, INc., La Crosse, WIs. 
PERMITTEE OF CHANNEL 8 


Channel allocated to community : 8, 32,’ 38, 72. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: Channels 8, 38. 


WKBH, 
La Crosse, Wis., May 29, 1954. 
Prerson & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : We have already wired you indicating our wholehearted support 
of the policies advocated by your group and being presented before the Potter 
committee hearings. 

Our proposed TV station has received a construction permit and plans to 
go on the air August 1, 1954. As of April 30, 1954, we had already expended 
over $146,000 and, in addition, had undertaken obligations pursuant to perform- 
ing the construction authorized in our permit in the amount of $315,000. I 
may say here that it would be financially impossible for us to pay the interest 
on our obligations and pay other expenses currently being incurred, should any 
freeze be placed upon our station materially delaying the time when we could 
begin commercial operation. Should a material delay or freeze be imposed 
upon us, it could possibly be serious enough to prevent our ever getting on the 
air. 

As of April 2, 1954, there were over 23,000 TV sets within a 57-mile radius of 
La Crosse, a majority of which will not receive a good signal until we get on 
the air. A very large majority of these sets are not equipped to receive UHF 
stations, since there are no such stations within this area, and consequently 
should the committee propose to force all stations into the UHF band practically 
all of these set owners would be forced to invest more money in order to be able 
to receive a TV station. This would involve a large investment on their part 
in the purchasing of different antennas, sets, or other equipment necessary to 
enable them to receive UHF signals. It would obviously also involve large 
expenditures on the part of our company, which were never anticipated. 

We would like to state here that although we are definitely opposed to Gov- 
ernment subsidy of any kind for any type of radio or TV station, that should 
the Potter committee give serious consideration to this matter, we would like 
to point out that there will also be a given number of VHF stations who would 
benefit from such a subsidy as well as an appreciable number of AM and FM 
stations. We furthermore respectfully request that the committee, if it should 
ever seriously consider the matter of subsidies, that it not forget that there are 
many good Americans engaged in various types of enterprise outside of the 
radio and television field who might also benefit from financial assistance by 
the Government. However, let us point out here again and emphasize more 
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: ir very definite opposition to any thought of any type of subsidy for any 
‘ \merican by the Government of the United States. 
Very truly yours, 
WKBH-WKBT, 
Howarp DaHL, Manager. 


STATEMENT OF BADGER TELEVISION Co., INc., MADISON, WIS. 
APPLICANT FOR CHANNEL 3 


Channels allocated to community: 3, 21,’ 27, 33. 
VHF stations operating in community: None. 
UHF stations operating in community: Channels 21,' 27, 33. 
hannels applied for: Channel 3. 
Channels contested: Channel 3. 
Construction permits outstanding: None. 
WIBA, 
SADGER BROADCASTING Co., 
Madison 5, Wis., June 8, 1954. 
Re VHF Committee 
nsON & BALL, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : In reply to the telegram of May 28 from the informal VHF group, 

e undersigned desires to present the position of Badger Television Co., Inc., 
of Madison, Wis., an applicant for VHF channel 8 in Madison. 

Badger Television Co., Inc., is a consolidation of Badger Broadcasting Co.— 
WIBA, AM and FM—and Television of Wisconsin, Inc. There is one other 
competitor for the channel 3 allocation in Madison, Radio Wisconsin, Inc., W1SC. 
A comparative hearing was conducted in Washington during the month of 
December 1953, and at this moment we are awaiting the examiner's initial 
lecision. 

Badger Broadcasting Co. first applied for a television station in Madison in 
February 1948. This application was for channel 9, then assigned to Madison, 
nd before a grant could be made the FCC freeze was imposed and the application 
lay dormant until 1952 when the Commission announced a new allocation plan. 
Under this new pian, Madison was assigned VHF channel 3 and UHF channels 
21, 27, and 33, with channel 21 set aside for educational use. Prior to and sub- 
sequent to the sixth report and order, our competitor, Radio Wisconsin, Ine., 
endeavored, through numerous petitions, to change the FCC allocations, request- 
ng the Commission to set aside channel 3 for education and set up UHF 
channels 21, 27, and 33 for commercial use. ‘These petitions all were denied. 
During this period, Badger Broadcasting Co. filed with the Commission a lengthy 
tatement supporting the Commission's allocation plan insofar as it related to 
he channels in Madison. It was then, in 1952, and is now the opinion of this 
rganization that channel 3 is the only channel assigned to Madison which will 
completely serve the Madison area, and, since Madison is the capital city of 
Wisconsin, also the home of the University of Wisconsin, it is essential that the 
iral areas of southern Wisconsin be served as well as the urban areas. It is 
cur opinion that a VHF channel can do this job whereas several UHF channels 
ould be necessary to accomplish the same objective. The probability of cover- 
ng these outside areas through UHF is quite unlikely. 

It is a little difficult to estimate how much Badger Broadcasting Co. has spent 
in its television ¢fforts since 1948, but it would amount to not less than $5 million. 
Badger Television Co., Inc., of which Badger Broadcasting Co. is a part, has 
spent in excess of $65,000 to date. This amount includes legal and engineering 
fees, travel, and incidental expenses. In addition, the company has spent ap- 
roximately $10,000 as deposits on an equipment contract. What expense is 
nvolved from this point up to a construction permit is difficult to estimate since 
e do not know at this time what appeals may be taken from the examiner's 
ecision. It is quite unlikely that such expenses would be under $10,000. 

We are in agreement with the group which you represent in that there should 
no further freeze at this time; also that the present allocations and inter- 
ixture of VHF and UHF channels be maintained. 
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I would suggest that if further information is needed with respect to the 
Madison situation you contact Mr. Thomas W. Wilson or Mr. John P. Carr at 
the office of Dow, Lohnes & Albertson. The information contained in this letter 
may be used by you or the VHF group in any presentation to the Senate 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
KennetH F’. Scumirtr, General Manager. 





STATEMENT oF CrEaAM Crry Broapcastine Co., INc.,, MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


APPLICANT FoR CHANNEL 6 


Channels allocated to community : 4, 10,? 12, 19, 25, 31. 

Channels allocated to Whitefish Bay: 6. 

VHF stations operating in community: Channel 4. 

UHF stations operating in community: Channels 19, 25. 

Channels applied for: Channels 6, 10,’ 12. 

Channels contested: Channels 6, 12. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 

MILWAUKEE, Wis., June 1, 1954. 
Pierson & BALL, 
Washington 6, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : We understand that you represent the informal group consisting 
of Paul R. Bartlett, Hugh Halff, Jack Harris, J. Leonard Reinsch, L. H. Rogers, 
P. A. Sugg, H. W. Slavick, Robert D. Swezey, which has determined to participate 
through its representatives in the Potter hearings—the Senate subcommittee 
investigating UHF problems. We understand that the group that you represent 
opposes certain of the proposals made hy the UHF groun, including the elimi- 
nation of intermixture of VHF and UHFP, the allocation of all television stations 
to the UHF band exclusively, the imposition of any freeze upon application 
proceedings or upon the issuance of operating authority covering permits already 
granted, and the reduction and limitation of the coverage areas of VHF stations, 
We also understand that your group proposes to support all reasonable and 
proper steps to encourage production and distribution of receiving sets and all- 
channel tuners and the use of boosters to improve service inside a station’s 
coverage area. 

We are writing you this letter in order to support your views and to authorize 
you to disclose our support to the Senate subcommittee. 

Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc., operates standard broadcast station WMIL 
in Milwankee, Wis., and previously held a construction permit for UHF channel 
81 in Milwaukee. On December 4, 1953, Cream City Broadcasting Co. sur- 
rendered its construction permit for UHF channel 31 to the FCC for cancella- 
tion in order that we might be in a position to apply for VHF channel 6 which 
the Commission had allocated to Whitefish Bay. We are inclosing herewith a 
copy of our 2-page letter dated December 3, 1953, that we filed with the Federal 
Communications Commission on December 4, 1953, requesting the cancellation 
of our construction permit for UHF channel 31. 

On April 7, 1954, Senator Potter wrote us a letter asking us our reasons for 
surrendering our construction permit on UHF channel 31, and on April 12, 1954, 
we replied to Senator Potter and transmitted to him a copy of our letter on 
December 3, 1953, addressed to the Commission. We are also inclosing here- 
with a copy of our letter of April 12, 1954, to Senator Potter. 

We have been advised that our letter of April 12, 1954, was introduced by 
Senator Potter as one of the exhibits at the start of the hearings. 

On December 4, 1953, at the same time that we requested the Federal Com- 
munications Commission to cancel our construction permit for UHF channel 31, 
we filed with the Commission our application requesting a construction permit 
for a television station on VHF channel 6 at Whitefish Bay, Wis., approximately 
5 miles north of Milwaukee. There are two other applicants for this channel 
and a competitive hearing on the three applications has been ordered by the 
Federal Communications Commission. That hearing commenced on May 28, 
1954. 


1Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc., is the former permittee of channel 31, Milwaukee. 
2 Reserved for noncommercial educational use. 
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We are prosecuting our application for VHF channel 6 at considerable expense 
nd we join with your group in opposing those proposals of the UHF broad- 
casters Which would have an adverse effect upon the whole television medium, 
It is our opinion that a freeze upon further authorizations would definitely 
be adverse to the public interest, 
Very truly yours, 
CreAmM Crtry BroaDcAstTINe Co., INc., 
By Jerome Siri, Secretary-Treasurer, 


MILWAUKEE, Wis., April 12, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES EB, PoTrer, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porter: In response to your letter of April 7, I am attaching 
hereto a copy of the petition for dismissal of our grant on UHF channel 31, 
addressed to the Federal Communications Commission. This outlines, in detail, 
our reasons for turning back the grant. 

I would like to add one further observation. You cannot, by legislation, force 
an advertiser to pay too much for his advertising. To attempt to do so would 
be a repudiation of our way of life. If an advertiser has available a VHF sta- 
tion covering 600,000 homes and also has available, in the same market, a UHF 
station covering 200,000 homes; if, as is always the case, the cost per thousand 
reduces as the circulation increases, that advertiser will buy the VHF station. 

By the same token, a network cannot be forced—or should not be forced— 
to affiliate with a station that technically offers fewer potential listeners be- 
cause the network, too, if it is to survive, must offer advertisers the most 
economical purchase available. I have seen no evidence to indicate that super- 
power to UHF is economically feasible or that it would make it possible for a 
UHF station to cover the same number of persons as a competing VHF at the 
same cost to the advertiser. Nor do I find good reason for expecting consumers 
to pay a premium for all-channel sets and special receiving antennas. 

Perhaps the fault lies in the basic Federal Communications Commission 
philosophy of mixing VHF and UHF stations in the same market. There may 
well be a technical reason for this but, from the basis on which your committee 
is investigating the matter, therein lies the harm. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME SIL, General Manager. 


MILWAUKEE, Wis., December 3, 19538. 
Wa. P. MASSING, 
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. Masstne: Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc., filed its application 
for construction permit for a commercial television station on UHF channel 
No. 81 on November 13, 1952. After considerable delay, the application was 
granted on August 19,1953. At the time the application was filed there was only 
one television station on the air in Milwaukee: WTMJ-TV on VHF channel 
No. 8. In the Commission’s sixth report and order, WTMJ-—TV was ordered to 
move to VHF channel No. 4, and the only other commercial television channels 
allocated to Milwaukee were VHF channel No. 12 and UHF channels No. 19, 
25, and 31. 

Immediately after the Commission granted the application of Cream City 
Broadcasting Co., Inc., for construction permit on UHF channel 31, we undertook 
to take the necessary steps looking toward the construction and operation of the 
station. We paid General Electric a deposit on the UHF television equipment, 
including the UHF transmitter. We employed Adler Communications Labo 
ratories of New Rochelle, N. Y., to do preliminary work in connection with our 
UHF installation. We undertook to find additional studio space and commenced 
lease negotiations for such space. We interviewed several potential key per- 
sonnel for our UHF station and also negotiated with a number of program 
sources for film programs. We met with representatives of American Telephone 
& Telegraph Co. and Wisconsin Telephone Co. to discuss the availability of leased 
lines and microwave facilities to be used for program originations. Mr. Jerome 
Sill, our general manager and secretary-treasurer of the company went to New 
York and negotiated with ABC, CBS, and Du Mont looking toward an affiliation 
contract for our proposed UHF station and he also discussed with several 
national sales representatives their availability to represent our proposed UHF 
station nationally. 
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On October 8, 1953, the Commission released its proposal to allocate VHF 
channel 6 to Whitefish Bay in the Milwaukee area. We consulted with our 
communications attorney and our consulting engineer and were advised that 
from an engineering and legal point of view the proposal to allocate VHF 
channel 6 to the Milwaukee area has changed the entire situation and has 
caused us to reassess the television situation in Milwaukee. 

It was our purpose in filing our application originally to be in a position to 
render service to the greatest number of persons and we believed then that UHF 
would be an important factor because it appeared that there would be only two 
commercial VHF stations. It now appears that since there will be three com- 
mercial VHF stations that it will not be possible to carry out our original plans 
through the medium of UHF television. 

A UHF signal can be received by only a fraction of the persons who can receive 
a VHF signal, because of the physical limitations of UHF propaganda and 
because of the economics involved in attempting to obtain superpower on UHF, 
even were superpower equipment now available from the equipment manufac- 
turers. Moreover, only a percentage of the families among the 500,000 who now 
view WTMJ-TV on VHF channel No. 4 could receive a WMIL—TV signal on 
UHF channel No, 31. 

Moveover, the addition of VHF channel No. 6 to the Milwaukee area will, in 
the opinion of WMIL-TV, slow down considerably the conversion to UHF in 
Milwaukee. Conversion can be accomplished at considerable costs only through 
the purchase of converters of all-band receivers and special antenna. 

There are in excess of 350,000 radio homes within the haf-milivolt contour 
of WMIL. We had hoped to serve through the medium of television as many 
of these persons as possible with TV. It is apparent that it is not possible to do 
this on UHF channel 31 but it is feasible and possible to do so with a VHF 
channel. For these reasons, Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc. has decided to 
file an application for VHF channel 6 and requests that the Commission cancel 
its outstanding construction permit for UHF Channel 31. 

Very truly yours, 
Cream Crry Broapcastine Co., INnc., 
By GreNE Posner, President. 





STATEMENT OF MIDCONTINENT BroapcastiINneG Co., StaTION KELO-TV, S1oux 
FALLs, S. DAK. 


OPERATOR OF CHANNEL 11 


Channels allocated to community : 11, 13, 38, 44.” 
VHF stations operating in community: Channel 11. 
UHF stations operating in community: None. 
Channels applied for: None. 

Channels contested: None. 

Construction permits outstanding: None. 


STATEMENT or KELO—TYV, Sroux Fats, 8. Dak., JuNeE 2, 1954 


In regard to our operation in Sioux Falls, S. Dak., telecasting date set at May 
19, 1953, our main problem was to get proper circulation to maintain a sub- 
stantial rate from the networks that would allow telecasting to be done on a 
break-even basis in this area. We started out originally with 4,500 sets in a 
radius of 60 miles. We know at the time of our telecasting that our entire 
strength would lay in our surrounding area much more than in our immediate 
city. This is because we are a rural community and we are thinly populated in 
the city in comparison to other markets. We actually have in this area, a city 
population of 50,000 and a population of approximately 300,000 within the area 
of 67% miles. This made it necessary for us to put all our operating investment 
into signal strength, transmitterwise, tower heicvht, and so forth. This was so 
important that we were unable to afford live cameras for this market when we 
originally started. 

Our entire area at the time of telecasting had about 4,500 sets out of a poten- 
tial of 109,000 homes. We now find that we have, after a year of broadcasting, 
67,000 sets in the area of which 8,000 of these sets are in the city of Sioux Falls, 
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12,000 sets are in the county of Minnehaha which is the home county, which 
means there is a total of 55,000 sets in our rural area which would be impossible 
reach 50 percent of these with a UHF signal. We have a town of Mitchell, 8. 
Ds that is getting a fair signal from us now and it is 70 miles west and they 
re requesting us to increase our power so they can get proper service. We have 
wh we are servicing on the north which is Watertown, 80 miles distant, 
with approximately 1,200 sets in the town which is requesting more power so 
ey can install more sets. These are fringe installations. On my desk here I 
ve a signed affidavit by more than 250 people from the town of Estelline, 
S. Dak., which is approximately 80 miles from Sioux Falls, requesting that we 
crease our power so they will have better service in the area. 
It is my personal opinion that a UHF installation in the rural communities such 
ours would be practically useless as far as proper set coverage is concerned 


and it is highly impractical because of the amount of area that is required for a 


on to cover to make it economically possible to have set circulation to 
erate on. Our original rate starting in this station was $150. We received an 
increase to $200 after 6 months of operation on the air and from our experience 
peration we were losing money at the rate of $150, however, with careful 
economy we have found that combining our radio operation and television at a 
$200 rate, gives us an opportunity to practically break even. If we are unable 
cover a large area where we could get set saturation that would bring our 
te up, we could not operate and we would have to discontinue television opera 
tions in this particular Sioux Falls region. 

We do not feel this market is large enough for two stations beeause it has 

nly been within the last month we have been able to operate on a break-even 
basis. With two stations in the market, this would be actually prohibitive. 
However, may I reiterate, our only chance of survival is the fact that we can 
bave a VHF signal that will take us out approximately 60 to 70 miles with fair 
reception so that we can get set coverage that is required to maintain a very 
basis but still a low rate. 

Jor FLoyp 

Mr. Prerson. That concludes the witnesses of the VHF group. 

+e 5 Ng ‘PPEL. Thank vy a ies ‘h. Mr. Pier and this 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Lhank you very much, Mr. Pierson, and this 
does expedite the matter materially, and when it becomes a matter of 
record, then we will have the entire picture before us. 

We have about 15 minutes here before we go down to the next opera- 
tion downstairs. I note that Mr. Woodall from Columbus, Ga., is the 
next witness. I would like to take your testimony before we recess. 
You may proceed as you wish. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN M. WOODALL, PRESIDENT OF WDAK-TYV, 
COLUMBUS, GA. 


Mr. Woopatu. My name is Allen M. Woodall, and I am from Colum- 
bus, Ga. I am executive vice president of WRDW-TYV, a VHF sta- 
tion in Augusta, Ga. I am president of WDAK-TYV, a UHF station 
in Columbus, Ga. These two Georgia cities are 250 miles apart, just 
in case the thought of duopoly might arise. 

I have the same financial interest in a UHF station as I do in a 
VHF station and I think I can speak impartially. Ihave to stay down 
the middle of the road since I am working both sides of the street. 

It is generally understood that a trip to Washington is educational. 
This one is no exception as far as I am concerned, for I really had no 
idea how bad the UHF situation was in certain markets until I at- 
tended these hearings. 

WDAK-TYV is a successful UHF station. We have been in the 
black since we went on the air last October. There are two television 
stations in Columbus, Ga—WDAK-TV on channel 28, and 
WRBL-TYV on channel 4. Our VHF competition came on the air 6 
weeks after our first program. 
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We went into UHF with our eyes wide open. Not a single soul 
pushed us in. ‘The Federal Communications Commission gave us no 
verbal, written or implied promises that we could make money. In 
fact, we didn’t even discuss it with them. We took the UHF channel 
because our radio competitors were both applying for channel 4. We 
thought they would be tied up for years, but they fooled us; they 
merged. 

When this happened, we were surprised but not too unhappy. We 
had known all the time that eventually one of them would be our com- 
petitor; it ended up with both. In the merger, a family which owns 
both daily newspapers in Columbus owns 51 percent and control of the 
VHF station. This was not altogether unfavorable for us for there are 
many people unsympathetic to concentration of control of advertising 
media. If we had it to do all over again, we would take the some 
course. 

We have had very few local problems. There were not very many 
television sets in the Columbus market because reception from Atlanta, 
90 air miles distant, was poor. The old sets were quickly converted and 
practically every new set purchased was equipped to receive channel 
28. In January 1954, 3 months after we had been on the air, American 
Research Bureau reported 87.6 percent conversion. This was con- 
firmed 2 weeks later by Pulse. There have been no further surveys 
in Columbus, but we honestly believe that 95 percent of the television 
receivers in the Columbus area can receive WDAK-TV, our UHF 
station. 

Senator Scnorrren. I think that is splendid. That shows what can 
be done. The distributors, as well as the manufacturers down there 
must be cooperating and at least must have given the public buying 
sets a utility value because of your local situation. 

Mr. Woopatx. That is right. 

Senator Scnorrrri. That demonstrates what can be done. 

Mr. Woopatt. I would like to state that the gentleman from Salt 
Lake City made reference to unsightly external tuners. These tuners 
may be very unsightly out in Salt Lake City, but they are terribly 
pretty in Columbus, Ga. 

As you might imagine, Columbus people were quite excited with 
the advent of television. We did not have too much trouble signing 
up a considerable number of advertising contracts. In our favor, we 
already had the confidence, respect, and friendship of local advertisers 
through our many years of association in radio. 

Our AM radio station carries more local business than any other 
Columbus station and at times we have been favored with more busi- 
ness than all the other stations combined. 

We held our advertising contracts despite the fact that our com- 
petitive VHF station undercut our UHF rates by 25 percent. I guess 
Columbus is the only market in the country where it costs more to buy 
advertising on a UHF station than on a VHF station. 

This is justified by our program structure plus conscientious service 
to our advertisers. We honetly try to see that every firm who spends 
a dollar with us gets more than a dollar in return. The Pulse survey 
of January showed that we had the largest listening audience from 
7:30 to 10 p. m—Mondays through Fridays. We acquired these 
listeners through network programs, live loca] shows, plus good, 
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yndicated programs. In Columbus, Ga., there is no UHF or VHF— 
t's just television—either channel 28 or channel 4. 

And I hope you note that I put channel 28 first, Mr. Chairman. 

We have no complaint with the networks. We have affiliation con- 
tracts with NBC, ABC, and Du Mont. Since the VHF station also 
operates a radio station affiliated with CBS, they are likewise CBS- 
[VY affiliates, too. The VHF station carries no NBC or Du Mont 
programs. ; 

They do carry one ABC program for which we could not clear. 

‘he pré gram was offered to us by ABC but since we could not clear for 
it, we can certainly understand that they should then offer it to the 
other station. 

But, if my UHF friends are under the impression that a network 
afliliation is an open sesame to programing, some of these days they'll 
have a rude awakening. The average network order is for 50-odd 
stations. 

Lever Bros. is using only 72 stations on Lux Video Theater. 
Since Columbus is the 101st market in the United States, you can see 
that we don’t get network orders automatically. 

Every single one is a selling job. We couldn’t expect NBC, ABC, 
or Du Mont to spend a lot of time selling WDAK-TV in Columbus, 
Ga. Their sales departments are busy selling network programs, not 
individual markets, All in all, they have given us a lot of cooperation. 
The VHF station certainly has the same problem as evidenced by the 
fact that they have less network programs than WDAK-TV. 

We have lost no business to superpower claims. If WSB-TV in 
Atlanta covers 5 States, it’s all right with us, but they certainly 
don’t cover Columbus which is Georgia’s second largest market with 
a metropolitan population of 170,000 people. 

In the January Telepulse, the largest percentage of the Columbus 
audience for any program on WSB-TV was less than 6 percent. On 
one of the top NBC programs, Colgate Comedy Hour, WSB-TV 
came up in Columbus with a nice, big, fat, juicy goose egg. This figure 
helped us to get the Colgate order. 

On network programing, our problem has been to sell our 101st 
market when the network advertiser is using only 50 to 75 stations. I 
will say, however, that the attitude of a few network advertisers to- 
ward UHF is depressing as well as unfair. 

For instance, Firestone has a set policy to use no UHF stations. 
This deprives people in a UHF market of good programs. Getting 
back to Firestone, you can understand that we were pleased when NBC 
made their decision to place a different program in the Firestone time. 

Senator ScHoEPreL. Do you have any idea why they did that? Of 
course, I suppose we can find out from Firestone. They surely do not 


have any objection to the television viewers on UHF. 


Mr. Woopvati. Why Firestone does that? 

Senator ScHorrret. Yes. 

Mr. Woopatt. No, sir, I cannot tell you, Mr. Chairman. All I know 
is that that was the reply we got from Firestone. We made every effort 
we could to get the program from recommendations of the local Fire- 
stone dealers, and from a recommendation of the district office in 
Atlanta, That was the reply, and I have a letter in my file. 
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Senator Scnorrret. The reason I mentioned that, and it was not 
facetiously, was because I have received some letters as a member of 
this subcommittee, as well as the full committee, drawing my atten- 
tion to the fact that Firestone was pushed off one network, and was 
having difficulty finding another spot. It drew my attention to the fact 
that here was something that ought to be looked into. 

Mr. Wceopa.y. I have nothing to say about them being pushed, ex- 
cept to say that I am glad they were pushed off, since they would not 
give me their program. 

Senator Scnorrret. Their public-relations man will probably be 
looking you up. 

Mr. Woopatt, Our No. 1 and worst problem is Madison Avenue, 
and when I say that, Mr. Chairman, I use the term typifying the 
people on Madison Avenue who buy time. 

There are too many time buyers who are under the impression that 
there are no good UHF stations. When a person goes before a jury, 
he is presumed to be innocent until he is proved guilty. 

In UHF, you are automatically guilty until you prove yourself in- 
nocent. It is a hard job to cover all the agencies and all the time 
buyers, but we are making every possible effort toward this end and 
we believe in time that we will justify our position. We know that if 
the average time buyer would take a good, careful look, he would find 
a lot of pretty sorry VHF operations, too. 

From all this, you can assume that we are not too unhappy with 
UHF. And despite everything you have heard, we are not the only 
exception. There are many other successful UHF operators. 

Two UHF stations are doing well in Columbia, S. C., against a 
VHF competitor. The UHF station in Jackson, Miss., needs no help 
either. Montgomery, Ala.; St. Petersburg, Fla.; Wilkes-Barre, Har- 
risburg, and Scranton, Pa.; Milwaukee, Wis., and Peoria, Ill., are 
other stations in this category of which I have knowledge. 

There must be many others. Regardless of which this committee 
recommends and what the Commission does or does not do, we intend 
to stay in business and be successful in Columbus, Ga. The late Gen. 
Nathan Bedford Forrest gave us our television slogan, “Fustest with 
the mostest.” We intend to continue to get there fustest with the 
mostest. 

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, some of our UHF brothers 
haven’t been so fortunate and we would like to see them get some help. 
Of course, if any sunshine is being scattered, we won’t dodge out of 
the way. I read the testimony from the last hearing and I have 
listened all this week. 

In my considered judgment, many of the plans proposed to you are 
utterly impractical—in fact, most of them. I know that this com- 
mittee is sympathetic and reasonable. I have no doubt but that the 
Commission would be happy to render any possible assistance to the 
UHF industry if it is possible. 

At this point I would like to say that the Commission has been 
criticized on the allocation. I ended up with a UHF station, but I 
can certainly say, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal Communications 
Commission had an awfully difficult job with allocations, and I don’t 
know if I or anyone else could have done any better. 

I am sure I could have done better as far as Columbus, Ga., is con- 
cerned, but not on the overall picture. 
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Four suggestions have been made to the committee which sound 
reasonable. 

1. The elimination of the excise tax on all-channel television 
receivers. 

2. Harold Fellows asked you to explore the possibility of providing 
good, all-channel receivers, and nothing except good, all-channel re- 
ceivers. A directive from this committee or the Commission to the 
manufacturers might do the job. 

3. Elimination of intermixture in specific markets would certainly 
sive the UHF station equal opportunity with his competitor. If such 
. thing happened in Columbus, Ga., our first thought would be of the 
thousands of people who have bought all-channel sets or converters. 
It would not be fair for them to have gone to this expense and then 
have UHF service eliminated. This might well be taken care of in 
this manner: The UHF station could be turned over to the school 
systems for educational television. 

4. We would like very much to see the Commission allow the net- 
works and people like George Storer and Westinghouse to operate 2 
idditional UHF stations along with their 5 VHF outlets. Unques- 
tionably, this would add a lot of stature to UHF television. 

Thank you very much for the privilege of appearing before you. 

Senator Scnorrpe.. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodall, for your 
very splendid statement. 

Mr. Woopatn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Scoorrren. Those of you who are here ready to testify, 
might I say that we will recess this hearing until 2 o’clock today in 
this room, when we will continue. 

I think the first witness will be Mr. Ernest L. Jahneke, Jr., of the 
American Broadcasting Co. 

(Whereupon, at 12:03 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., the 
same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing reconvened at 2 p. m., Senator Potter (chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. ) 

Senator Porrer. The subcommittee will come to order. 

First, I would like to incorporate telegrams from the following into 
the record at this point: 

James M. Donal, Plandome, Long Island, N. Y.; Tom McMahon, 
Tenafly, N. J.; Richard Hubbell, New York City; Joan Blower, New 
York City ; Miss Dorothy Border, Queens Village, Long Island, N. Y. 
Louis Rossilo, Brooklyn, N. Y.; James P. O’Brien, Woodside, N. Y. 
Gladys Lombardi, Ozone Park, N. Y.; Merriman Holtz, Brooklyn, 
N. Y.; Carmine Frank Patti, Brooklyn, N. Y.; Werner Michel, New 
York City; Roy Sharp, Clifton, N. J.; Robert Fish Jones, Upper 
Montelair, N. J.; A. L. Hollander, New York City; Ed Lieberthal, 
New York City; Ethel Vetter, New York City; Robert L. Coe, New 
York City; J. Reginald Cox, New York City; Edwin G. Koehler, 
Stony Brook, Long Island, N. Y.; Charles B. Hilton, Do-Re-Mi Farm, 
Danbury, Conn.; Richard B. Stark, Dumont, N. J.; Gerald Lyons, 
Jackson Heights, Long Island, N. Y.; Harry Pertka, Seaford, Long 


Island, N. Y. 


wee 
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(The telegrams referred to are as follows :) 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator CHARLEs E. Porter, 
Senate Building: 

UHF needs help. The FCC created the situation as it exists today, and unless 
something is done, television will become a monopoly—the private property of 
two networks. There is room and a need for four networks. 

JAMES M. DoLAN, 
Plandome, Long Island, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Economic disaster to UHF will materially affect the competitive television 
industry. This condition is directly result of defective planning which would 
appear designed to eliminate rather than promote competitive operation. Urgent 
you now investigate this situation. 

Tom McMAnon, Tenafly, N. J. 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Re UHF hearings Subcommittee on Communications. Hope you dig to bottom 
of monopoly situation which threatens to destroy competitive network television 
by perpetuating monopoly position of two networks. This monopoly situation 
is direct result of FCC sixth report and order. Fast action is needed. 


RicHAkD HusBeELL, New York, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLEs E. Porter, 
Senate Building: 

As an editor in the television industry I strongly protest the monopoly of two 
networks on the facilities of this new medium. Urge investigation to insure 
fair competition. 

JoAN BLoweER, New York City. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLEs EB. Porter, 
Scnate Building: 

Stop, look, and listen. Break up the two-network monopoly. The UHF 
station has a right to survive. Only guaranteed programs from “four-network 
delivery” can accomplish this. 

DorotHy Borper, 
Queens Village, Long Island. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator Cu artes FE. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Since the airwaves belong to all the people why not give them a chance to 
see what they want on television? Break the two-network monopoly and give 
the UHF stations a break. 

Louris Rosstr10, 
Breoklyn, N. Y. 
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New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES FE. POTTER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

In connection with the current Potter committee hearings on television respect- 
fully submit my opinion for your consideration. While the problem is one that 
is complex and complicated from the technical point of view I believe that the 

y solution that could be in the best public interest culturally and economically 
is one that would encourage four networks and both UHF and VHF stations 
to exist in a truly fair traditional American competitive manner. 

JAMES P. O’Brien, 
Woodside, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Believe it imperative your subcommittee now hearing testimony on UHT 
television problem initiate necessary action to stop present monopolistic trend 
and insure programing from two major networks be provided to UHF television 
stations. This is critical situation and action is vital to development of truly 
nationwide free-enterprise system of television broadcasting 

GLADYS LOMBARDI, 
Ozone Purk, N.Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

I urge that United States Senate take intelligent action to correct the ultra- 
high frequency station problem which is currently restricting free and equal 
competition in television broadcasting. 

MERRIMAN HOLTz, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES FE. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

As a veteran of the television industry I strongly recommend the immediate 
passage of legislation that will stop the two-network monopoly that exists today. 
It certainly is not the American way of life to stand by and watch UHF statiuns 
emerge bankrupt as a result of not receiving a proportionate share of programs. 
Four networks can and should exist, but will they, Mr. Senator? That’s up to 
you. 

CarMINE FRANK Pattt, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Chairman EB. Porrer, 
United Statcs Senate Committee on Communications, 
Washington, D. C. 

Request aid from your committee to restore four networks in active competi- 
tion in accordance with our free-enterprise system of government. This end 
may best be served by your aiding UHF. 

2p LIEBERTHAL, 


NEw York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Chairman EB. Porter, 


United States Senate Committee on Communications, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Kindly consider assistance for UHF stations. Without aid for UHF, a 
monopolistic situation will prevail and service to the public will suffer. 


A. L. HoLLanpeEr. 
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New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


As a student of commercial and industry, I feel it is my duty to urge an investt- 
gation into monopolies in television. Solution I believe could be found in the 
equitable allocation of VHF and UHF channels to the now available four net- 
work system. 

Rosert FisH Jones, 
Montclair, N. J. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Strongly urge adoption of Dr. Du Mont’s plan for resolving inequity in channel 
allocation in top 100 markets in the United States. Public interest not served 
under present setup. A healthy competition between all networks can only 
be obtained by permitting equal opportunity for four television networks in the 
major markets of the country. 

Roy SHArp, 
Clifton, N. J. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Violently protest discriminatory practices in TV industry. Strongly urge that 
intelligent action be taken immediately rather when it’s too late. 


J. REGINALD Cox. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Senate committee now completing hearings on problems of UHF stations. If 
we are to have nationwide competitive television service it is imperative that 
UHF television stations receive aid from committee in their efforts to secure 
programing from the two major networks. Urge you give full support to this. 


Rosert L. Cor. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Protesting what appears to be a monopoly in television channel allocation. 
Urge investigation for possible solution. 
JOAN DONOVAN. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Break up the two-network monopoly. Give the UHF stations a break. Enact 
immediate legislation in that direction. 
ETHEL VETTER. 





New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porter, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: As a veteran agency man and TV producer respectfully 
suggest that 4 competing networks essential to the American free-enterprise 
system and that national economy can support 4 networks with 4 stations in 
major markets. Unless UHF stations receive prompt assistance television will 
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ome a monopoly in the hands of NBC and CBS. FCC will have created such 

mopoly through the sixth report and order. TV has demonstrated conclu- 

ely its ability to raise our standard of living, but this will cease if this medium 

; sold out to monopolistic interests. As a responsible citizen I urge you not to 

deny full access to the spectrum to the American people who own it. Please 

vote for a plan which restores fair competition to us broadcasters, large and 
ali, who work by permission and tolerance of 165 million Americans. 


WERNER MICHEL. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954 
Senator CHARLES E, Porrer, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly recommend positive action be taken to assist in ultra-high-frequency 
television stations in order to preserve a four-television network economy. 
Epwin G. KOEHLER, 
Stony Brook, Long Island, N.Y. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E, POTTER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I urge that the proposals made regarding the monopoly of two networks be 
arried out by the FCC. The duopoly of these networks will ultimately strangle 
all competitors, Each station is entitled to their share of network programing. 
Whether UHF or VHF. Suggest immediate Senate action to relieve current 
situation 

CHARLES B. HiLton, 
Do-re-mi Farm, Danbury, Conn. 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954, 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Senate Building: 


[I urge you to help establish equal opportunity for 4 television networks by 
allocating 4 channels of similar frequency in each of the 100 major cities in the 
country. Only in this way will the interest of the public be served and a danger- 
ous duopoly be prevented. The longer the present confused situation continues 
the harder it will be to remedy it. 

RicuArp B. Srark, 
Du Mont, N. J. 


New York, N. Y., June 16, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Senate Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


May I urge that you and your Senate Subcommittee on Communications find 
some way to strengthen ultra-high frequency television, to the end that you may 
prevent a monopoly from developing in the medium which, in turn, would create 
a monopoly in the distribution of goods and services and be extremely harmful 
to our economy. 

Such a monopoly could very easily result from the present trend in telecasting, 
which, as you know, sees 2 networks getting stronger and 2 networks getting 
weaker. If only 2 networks were to survive, they would be dominated by 15 to 
20 national advertisers, thus barring this potent medium to their competitors 
is well as all regional enterprisers. Such a situation would force these com- 
petitors and regional firms to utilize less effective media and thus put them at a 
creat disadvantage. Moreover, a monopoly in television would put a great 
medium of public service and information in the hands of a few men with 
results that you can gage from your experience during the current Army hear- 
ings. As you are aware, the two dominant networks did not cover the sessiens 
if all on a live basis, but instead used filmed versions at hours too late to serve 
i mass audience. 

GERALD LYONS. 
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New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. tion 
Senator Crartes FE. Porter, q that 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: nit 
Monopoly will result unless you do something drastic and quickly regarding Ul 
ultra-high-frequency stations, both network and local. Immediate action on your # rece 
part is essential for the free-enterprise system to keep four competitive net- 4 ing 
works alive which our national economy can support. A minimum of four TV 1 as f 
outlets of similar frequency in all the major markets should be established just d W 
as quickly as possible. As my representative, I urge you to move in this faci 
direction. scl 
Harry [ertKa, any 

Senator Porrer. I would also like to incorporate in the record a | 
statement submitted by Mr. Larry H. Israel, vice president of WENS, ~ S 
Pittsburgh. was 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 4 Dir 
SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT oF LARRY H. IsrRAEL VIcE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 4 ( 


MANAGER OF TELEVISION STATION WENS, PIrrssurecu, Pa. 


My name is Larry H. Israel. I am vice president and general manager of 
Telecasting, Inc., permittee of UHF television station WENS, channel 16, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. In my original statement in this hearing I outlined both a short-range E Pp 
and a long-range plan of actions which should be taken in order to prevent the his 
demise of UHF television and thus preserve the possibility of a nationwide com- : a 
petitive television service. In this supplemental statement I would like very q ~~ 
briefly to call attention to the serious competitive disadvantages under which : 
UHF television stations are now laboring. pop 

lu Pittsburgh proper WENS competes with WDTV, a VHF station which has 4 pop 


been on the air since before the television freeze. The competition of WDTV —- 
alone has been a formidable obstacle to the success of WENS, particularly since ; t : 
during the years when WDTV was Pittsburzh’s only station, the area became oe 
heavily saturated with VHF-only sets. Recently, however, it has become appar- 4 ” T 
ent that WENS is faced with the competition not only of WDTV but of other 

VHF stations located outside of Pittsburgh. The substantial coveraze ad- at 
vantages which VHF stations have by reason of their lower frequencies and ota 
more powerful equipment coupled with the increases in power which the Com- — 
missiou has been granting VHF stations have made it possible for VHF stations vee 
in Stenbenville, Ohio, Johnstown, Pa., and Wheeling, W. Va., to claim coverage a 
of Pittsbureh. Their coverage claims are sufficiently convincing that WIENS Pose 


has lost a number of network programs to out-of-town stations. ; T 


Attached hereto is a copy of an advertisement by WSTV-TV, Steubenville, bro! 
Ohio, which appeared in the May 31, 1954, issue of Broadcasting Telecasting. ont 
It will be noted that the advertisement contains a picture of Pittsburgh's Golden pa 


Triongle and that the entire advertisement is devoted to the coverage which ofa 


WSTV-TYV claims in Pittsburgh and other distant cities ratner than its coverage ia elec 
of Steubenville which is the community WSTV-TY is licensed to serve. Similar A key 
advertisements have appeared on behalf of VHF stations in Johnstown and the 


Wheeling. None of these stations contributes anything in the way of public Ms T 
service to the city of Pittsburgh. Their contribution is rather to extract adver- 


tising dollars from Pittsburgh to the detriment of the Pittsburg stations. This flee 
they are able to do because of the tremendous advantage whith they enjoy by ‘is . 
reason of the excessive antenna height and power which the Commission has othe 
authorized—heichts and powers far beyond what is necessary to permit them its 

to serve the markets in which they are located. ‘ane 


If UHF stations are compelled to compete not only with the VHF stations in “a 
their own markets but with every VHF station within a radius of 50 miles they rR 
cannot long survive. Because of the difficulties associated with UHF trans- bg 





mission and reception many advertisers and a large section of the public appear yr 
to prefer distant VHF coverage and service to local UHF coverage and service. T 
This means that if something is not soon done to redress the competitive balance tech 
between UHF and VHF the UHF stations will he driven off the air. The Com- i eti 
mission’s VHF allocation policies, particularly the excessive heights and powers ci van 
which have been granted VHF stations are a threat not only to the UHF but ‘| onal 
to loval television service of any kind in the smaller cities. is Shes 

The attached copy of an advertisement which appeared in the May 31, 1954, Fi ' T 
issue of Broadcasting Telecasting shows the severe disadvantage which UHF sta- ‘ 
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tions are under even as against distant VHF stations. The advertisement shows 
it a Dayton, Ohio, VHF station commands the lion’s share of the Lima, Ohio, 
ket even though Lima is almost 70 miles from Dayton and has its own 
ULF station. Finally, I should like to refer to a telegram which WENS 
eived on March 18, 1954, which indicates the attitude which many advertis- 
° azencies and advertisers have toward UHF television. That telegram read 
follows: 
We understand your station was VHF, We have just learned you are a UHI 
lity. Therefore, due to misunderstanding will not start Tafon wrestling 
hedule. Please accept this as furmal notice. We will not honor or accept 
y billing. 
FRANK J. Mriter, President, Frank J. Miller, Advertising, Inc. 
Senator Porrer. I would also like to place in the record a speech that 
was made by Honorable Edwin C. Johnson on Television’s New 
Dimension. 
(Senator Johnson’s speech is as follows :) 


TELEVISION’s NEw DIMENSION 


(Address of Hon. Edwin C. Johnson, of Colorado) 


President Malarkey, ladies, and gentleman, when I was invited to speak to 
s Third Annual Convention of the National Community Television Association, 
| was quick to accept. In fact I was almost immodest about my eagerness. 

Without community antenna service that large and important segment of our 
opulation living in the outer precincts and away from the larger centers of 
population would wait a long time for satisfactory television in their own 
homes. I am from the country and proud of it. The large city is not for me. 
I think in terms of the small towns and small communities of this great country of 
ours. In my book they represent the very heart and soul of America and what 
is good for them is good for this Nation. 

the work in Washington has been so heavy this session that this is my first 
appearance away from the Potomac. But I could not resist the very great chal- 
lenge to speak to the pioneers of this New Look in television—this new industry 
within an industry. Not that what I say will be important but rather that this 
gives ne the opportunity officially to pay tribute to the importance to the Nation 
of community television service. I have a weakness for pioneering. In the usual 
sense of that term I have the honor of being pioneer in the most rugged part of 
the undeveloped West. 

This is the electronic age, just as surely as past eras were the stone age, the 
ronze age, and the iron age. Centuries from now mankind will record this era 
aus the turning point in history, perhaps the most important turning point for 
earth dwellers. For electronics is opening to us the secrets of nature, of earth, 
f ace, of our own solar system and of far distant solar systems. Without 
clectronies the secret of the atom would still be an enigma. Electronics is the 
ey that mankind has dreamed about for centuries; it is the philosophers’ stone, 
he alchemists catalyst, the miracle which discloses and explains other miracles. 

To most of us, television is the most remarkable, and certainly the most widely 

preciated of the handmaidens of electronics. No one in his right mind will be 
eve for 1 split second that television is not humanity’s greatest single blessing. 
In my jud ment, it will have a far greater impact on the way we live than any 
other invention or development of modern times. It has restored the home to 

s rghtful place as the center of family entertainment and pleasure. Any 
istitution that makes the American home more than a place to eat and sleep is 
precious to national welfare and life generally. 

Russian claims to the contrary notwithstanding, television is as strictly an 
erican invention as the hotdog. If it weren't, we might not have made some 
of the mistakes in the way we went about developing it commercially. 

Torn between an understandab!e desire to put no roadblocks in the way of its 
technical development, and at the same time anxious to jnsure a nationwide coni- 
petitive system, the regulating agency made the insane decision to mix UHF aud 
VHF as a child might attempt to mix oil and water and the FCC still stubbornly 

aintains that its original decision is correct. It’s easy for the least of us te be 
Mondsy-morning quarterbacks but mistakes are still being made. 

The Commission put together a mixed system. It entered 2 horses in the race: 
1 a thoroughbred with breeding lines which showed it could run a long race 
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superbly well; the other electronically fit, but hobbled by the big boys with 
monopoly in their hearts. Already the eggs have been scrambled and the omelette 
is on the way to being fried. It would take a wizard to put the eggs back into 
the shell and start over now. Once you start down Niagara Falls you do not 
retrace your steps. So the Commission clings to the hope that by some miracle 
the jockey on the second horse will push him into running a dead heat. 

What were the facts? First, the 12 remaining VHF channels could not provide 
a nationwide competitive television system. Second, the then known engineer- 
ing facts about UHI indicated a clear technical advantage for the VHF station 
operator. Third, notwithstanding, the most optimistic beliefs of the RCA peo- 
ple who were the experts and knew the most about UHF, it was thought unlikely 
UHF could ever provide the range coverage of VHI’, and that it would be many 
years before all receiving sets would receive both kinds of signals. Fourth, the 
then existing and subsequent VHF stations would become, in effect, a kind of 
clear-channel television station with all of the advantages and prerogatives that 
clear-channel radio stations enjoyed. That was the clincher. Fifth, it was 
thought that through the use of satellite and repeater stations in UHF the whole 
country could be blanketed with TV. No one thinks that now. But community 
television service has found a practical way to expand and extend television 
service without satellites and without UHF. So now we are to have what really 
amounts to a monopolistic clear-channel operation in television. 

Both UHF and VHF television in their original aspects were primarily large 
city systems. Their stupendous costs of installation and operation confined 
them to the densely populated areas. No community of 25,000 or less could 
make them pay. They could thrive only on national and big-city advertising. 
They were not for the village and the small city. Unlike radio, their beams are 
limited to short distances. Hills and rolling topography are not suitable for 
television radiation. Satellite stations in UHF positively are not the answer. 

But the scientists and electronic technicians came to the rescue and found 
a way to provide the whole Nation with television service. When there was an 
insistent demand for color television, the electronic wizards gave us color. The 
burning desire for television in the smaller communities challenged their in- 
genuity, and they suggested a practical way to extend and expand television 
into the far corners of our beloved country. 

Now that we know how to do it, it is up to industry to accomplish the huge task 
of actually bringing television of excellent and even superior quality to the 
farms and country towns and smaller cities. Companies and corporations must 
be organized, finances raised, equipment manufactured, legal and political prob- 
lems resolved, and associations such as we see here, created. 

But every dynamic human endeavor has problems. Community television is 
no exception. Some of these problems seem pretty tough and roadblocks are 
beginning to appear. Ours is a selfish world and the chiseler and the fellow 
who cuts corners and does not respect the rights and the best interests of his 
neighbors is ever present. Ninety-nine people do not need a policeman, but the 
last man in the hundred needs to be supervised and regulated and regimented, 
or he will run roughshod over everyone. 

But I recite this bit of broadcast television history for another reason. I 
think there may be a lesson in it for community antenna television today. 

The general merit in community antenna television service is that it enables 
the public to receive television signals in areas where (for technical reasons or 
where the laws of economics make normal television broadcasting infeasible) 
satisfactory signals are not received from the nearest television station. 

Always there will be communities, or even parts of communities, which do 
not now receive, and will never receive, a satisfactory television signal, either 
from the television station station right in that community or from a station in 
a neighboring community. And it is becoming increasingly clear that advertiser 
revenues alone can never meet the upkeep for broadcast television stations in 
thousands of other communities. 

That should make it clear why the freeze gave impetus to the building of com- 
munity antenna television service. It also explains why there is a boom market 
today for community television and why it may see its biggest growth in the 
years ahead. 

Unless by some magic, satellite stations can be operated with greater. satis- 
faction, areas with no TV service and those which cannot support a station will 
be potential market for community antenna television service. 

A recently published survey of TV households showed that as of January 1 
of this year 84 percent of all the television homes in the country were located in 
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40 leading markets. Thus, while 57 percent of the 47,500,000 households in the 
suuntry had TV sets, 84 percent of these were clustered in 340 markets. More- 
er, only 215 of these markets had 1 or more television stations, and the 356 

tions operating in these 215 cities serviced the total 340 markets. 

What this means to me is that the big national advertisers on television already 
re reaching more than 84 percent of television homes with 356 stations. How 
much more, in terms of additional station cost, is the remaining 15 percent of 
elevision homes worth to these national advertisers? Since the largest markets 
re already covered, how soon does additional station coverage reach the point 
f diminishing returns for national advertisers? And does this signify that the 
newer stations going on the air in smaller and smaller markets will have to rely 
exclusively on local advertiser income to keep their heads above water? If 
there is any validity in these surmises, the question resolves itself down to how 
irge a community it takes to support a television station which gets no national 

vertising. 

Since the freeze was lifted, more than 93 television stations have surrendered 
heir building permits or surrendered their operations for economic reasons. 
Many more are expected to do so. Seventy-nine were UHF and 14 were VHF 
stations. Television is strictly a blue-chip operation. In the large centers of 

pulation profits are fantastic. However, stations in smaller communities not 
having popular network affiliations, which means good programs and national 

dvertising, often find themselves in a hopeless economic situation. All of us 
sympathize sincerely with an enterprise that loses its heavy investment, but the 
ommunities to be served also lose. In many cases, when that happens, a com- 
unity antenna system is the only method whereby the public can be given 
evision service, 

But local programs always will be popular and there will be pressures to find 
1 way for local communities to have their own television stations. Undoubtedly 
some communities can be served with boosters or satellites. There is even the 
possibility that the costs of television station construction and operation will 
be lowered so materially that economic operation may become possible from local 
idvertising revenues in medium-sized communities. 

\s I see it, however, there is an even stronger probability that the community 
antenna service may some day operate a special-occasion local studio program 
n connection with its piped-in programs and thereby satisfy the press'ng 
demand for entertainment by local talent. I shall be surprised if this is not done. 
When that great day is here, it can be said truthfully that you have outgrown 
your swaddling clothes. And yet, even now, you are not exactly an infant 
industry. With more than 300 separate systems serving some 275,000 house 
holds, you are reaching the volume of service where you no longer can be ignored. 

Television licensees and would-be licensees, the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, the State regulatory agencies, the Senators and Congressmen, are 
beginning to raise their eyebrows. 

Yours is a risk business. It takes venture capital to go into the community 
antenna television business. There have been losses: some systems have failed, 
and many others are scratching along, hoping for better days. Nevertheless, 
those systems which picked the right spots, free from the inroads of direct sta- 
tion competition, and have set about to increase their subscribers, are continuing 
to pay handsome dividends: and, what is more important, they are serving the 
public interest well and faithfully. 

Community antenna service is premised upon picking up the signals of operat 
ing television stations and relaying the signals to subscribers through closed 
circuits. So, one of the burning questions today is: What rights have you to 
those signals? Perhaps a better way to put it is: What are the proprietary 
rights of the originating station or the network in the programs you deliver to 
your subscribers? 

To put it simply, your function and role is to strengthen the signals of the 
originating station for distant areas where otherwise the reception would not be 
Satisfactory. 

A station’s programs are free, waiting for, and available to anvone with a 
receiver to tune in on them and view them. In fact, stations are anxious that 
more and more people buy receivers and tune in their programs. They use the 
number of listeners they serve to attract advertising. If one of your sub- 
seribers desired, he could rig up an antenna or install a cable and bring the 
signals to his home with the enthusiastic blessing of the originating station. 
But since it is less expensive for him to join his neighbors in such an undertaking, 
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you have constituted yourself a sort of modified utility as an agent for the 
neighborhood to install the required equijment for a fee, and to deliver the 
service to each of them for another fee. That saves everyone time, bother, and 
money. Your function is one of providing a technical service which results 
merely in an extension and expansion of the coverage of the station and thus is 
helpful to the station and at the same time serves the public interest. 

Your service is neither a broadcast nor a common carrier operation and, 
therefore, should not be subject to regulation by the Commission, or by a State 
utility agency in the case of a solely intrastate operation, Certainly you are not 
engaged in‘radio broadcasting nor in interstate communications for hire, but are 
simply furnishing a purely local antenna service. And you are no more a com- 
mon carrier than is a hotel with one master antenna, which serves its 100 
rooms. 

However, in at least two States, such an intrastate operation has been held to 
fall within the regulatory scope of the State utility commission. Another arm 
of government, the Internal Revenue Division, assesses the same excise tax on 
your operations that it imposes on the communication common carriers under 
the theory that you are a common carrier. While neither of these actions au- 
tomatically makes you a common carrier, you should take them seriously. 

The Internal Revenue Division is now restudying their previous decision to 
impose a common carrier excise tax on you. I think their original decision was 
in error and that your association should make every effort to reverse it. Not 
only because the tax is onerous but for the more important reason that the com- 
munity antenna service is not a common carrier regulation and you should not 
permit any decision to rest on such a premise. 

Nevertheless, if your operation actually or theoretically injures any one, heavy 
pressures will be exerted to bring you within the scope of the Federal regulatory 
agency. It seems to me that prudence would command your consideration of 
that possibility. 

Since I am not a lawyer, I prefer not to pass judgment on the question of 
proprietary rights. It seems likely that one of these days it will be the sub- 
ject of judicial interpretation. I understand that such a test case may be in 
the making now, and I am sure that its outcome is going to be watched with in- 
terest by all. I merely want to observe that your business would suffer a body 
blow if it should be held by the courts that the proprietary right to programs 
permits the broadcaster to control the means by which the public receives those 
programs, should the broadcaster choose to assert an equity in them. 

Recently in the so-called Belnap case, in which a memorandum and order was 
released on May 6, 1954, the Commission, with cautious evasiveness, stated: 

“It should be understood that, in making this determination, the Commission 
is not making any express or implied decision as to the existence or extent of 
any jurisdiction it may have with respect to the installation and operation of 
any community TV distribution systems.” 

Belnap was not to be the operator of the community antenna distribution sys- 
tems but merely to act as a sort of a little A. T. & T. carrier of s‘gnals. The 
issuance of a permit to install a microwave svstem to furnish common-carrier 
service to a community antenna system might very well, and probably does, 
give the Commission regulatory authority over a purely intrastate ur interstate 
community antenna television system. So far as I know, no community antenna 
service itself is a microwave owner or operator, but purchases its common- 
carrier service from others. In the Casper, Wyo., operation and one other the 
telephone company, a regulated utility, furnishes the antenna company and, 
accordingly, both would be sub‘ect to FCC regulation, in my opinion. 

There is still a third question which involves the regulatory concept. It was 
brought to the fore at the recent hearings before the Senate Communications 
Committee studying the problems of UHF broadcasters. I am sure you all are 
familiar with it. It concerns a situation in West Virginia, where the Fairmount 
UHF station now faces competition from Wheeling, Pittsburgh, and Johnstown 
stations, because the Fairmont community antenna television system pipes the 
program of those three stations into Fairmont. Here is an example of the 
Commission's allocation plan being set to naught, resulting in an unregulated 
media giving a struggling station unexpected but deadly competition. If this 
Fairmont UHF station “bites the dust” as we say in the West, there will be no 
doubt about who killed Cock Robin. 

In my judgment this is a serious matter, and one which should give you grave 
concern. I am a firm believer in local enterprise in everything, including radio 
and television. If it were economically feasible, the ideal would be a locally 
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yned and locally operated radio and television station in every community of 
any size in this country. That can never be, and Community Antenna Service 
need not encroach on other stations. 

Community Television Service is only asking for trouble when it attempts to 
erve an area already being served by its own station. Nonnetwork stations 

innot withstand network competition from distant stations. 

The FCC cannot sit idly by and permit one of its licensed stations to be driven 

ff the air because distant stations have expanded their coverage into its terri- 

tory. When the Fairmont station was licensed and built there was no intimation 
that it would have to compete with the Wheeling, Pittsburgh, and Johnstown 

ations. Asa consequence, in good faith the station operator invested hundreds 
of thousands of dollars to get his station on the air so that he might bring the 
miracle of television to the people of Fairmont. 

The philosophy back of regulation of public utilities is that since competition 
can destroy, it must be limited, and that a franchise or license must rest on 
protected territory. 

There is, of course, another side on the coin. Those of us who believe in the 
free American competitive system find it hard to argue against competition, no 
matter how onerous it may be. The viewing public will have a more varied 

There are many other more or less minor problem. The Commission now has 
program and be better served if someone pipes in network programs from afar. 
under way a rulemaking procedure concerned generally with spurious radiation. 
Some of your system, due to careless and improper installation, emit radiations 
vhich interfere with the reception of those who are not subscribers to the com- 
munity-antenna systems. In my judgment, your industry cannot afford this 
type of shoddy operation. You must in your own interest and in the interest 
of your relations with television broadcasters and the public who own receiver 
sets, So engineer your systems as to repress completely spurious radiations, 
Anything less is a clarion call to the policeman, which in this case is the FCC, 
to regulate you. Also, you must watch carefully your installation costs and 
rates. I do not mean to suzgest that installation costs ranging from $75 to 
$150 are exorbitant, or that monthly service charges from $2.75 to $7.50 are 
unfair. It is understandable that in a business where investors have reason 
to fear a limited life, initial rates and charges are made high enough to recoup 
their capital expenditures as quickly as possible. But continued high monthly 
service charges are the rock on which community-antenna systems may founder. 
Your business is too delicate an operation to earn the opposition of a public 
which might demand price regulation for its own protection. 

Higher than necessary rates will compel cooperative associations to enter this 
field and render a nonprofit service. Farm cooperatives have brought electric 
energy to 90 percent of the farm homes of this country. Rural telephone co- 
operatives are serving millions of farm families because the telephone com- 
panies neglected them. They will do precisely the same thing with television. 

One of the outstanding developments of your business is your friendly and 
cooperative relations with the television broadcast industry. So far as I know, 
only one station license has sought to deny the pickup of his programs. This 
cordial relationship is understandable when it is realized that you provide the 
station with an additional audience and market not ordinarily reached by his 
signal. Most licensees with whom I have talked feel that community antenna 
television systems constitute a very desirable adjunct to their business. 

In my own State of Colorado construction of the Climax system was thrilling 
and heartwarming. Prime mover in this project was Robert VerSteeg, electrical 
foreman for the Climax Molybdenum Co. Climax lies more than 11,(00 feet 
above sea level, hemmed in by the tallest peaks in the continental United States. 
VerSteeg’s effort to bring television to the 2,000 residents in Climax involved the 
coustruction of an antenna on Mount McNamee, a 13,000-foot peak, the laying 
of 12,000 feet of coaxial cable from the mountain to the town, and an additional 
60,000 feet of cable fanning out to service the homes. Today, using the tallest 
community antenna in the world, the people of Climax enjoy identically the 
same four television programs afforded the metropolitan city of Denver. This 
is a fine example of the benefits flowing from a community antenna system. 

The Casper, Wyo., project should be singled out for special attention. It 
employs the longest microwave relay yet built for any system. 

Casper is over 200 miles distant from Denver by highway. The fact chat the 
operator has obligated himself to pay the telephone company more than $90,000 
in annual tolls, backing it up with a 5-year performance bond, demonstrates 
investment courage of a high order. Indeed it indicates good faith in the future 
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of the community television business. And I, too, am genuinely enthusiastic 
about the community antenna television business. To me, the significant aspect 
is the splendid record of bringing diversified television program service to 
locked-in communities whose residents would otherwise be denied the magic of 
television. 

When this business resolves the legal problems which inevitably face it, and 
as it continues to build up its operations so that even the smallest of its systems 
performs an A-1 job technically, and as it continues to render good and depend- 
able service to the public at low rates, its future development will sweep even 
its most optimistic boosters off their feet. 

The potential market for your services can only be described by the super- 
word “vast.” It can operate profitably in communities with as few as 5,000 
people. In this country there are more than 2,500 such cities and towns. It is 
doubtful that half or even three-fourths of these communities will ever have 
television stations of their own, or receive satisfactory service from nearby 
cities. Here, there is a vast market of millions of people who will demand the 
blessings of good television entertainment in their own homes, once they learn 
that there is no technical reason against it. 

If legal decisions involving proprietary rights in programs go against you, and 
circumstances force intolerable burdens upon you, there is an escape avenue 
for the community antenna television service. It involves doing your own pro- 
graming and becoming a pay-as-you-see television service. The recent experi- 
ments by the Telemeter promoters in Palm Springs, Calif., while designed to test 
out audience reaction to paying for specific movie programs, may have some valu- 
able lessons for closed-circuit operations such as yours. The problem of piping a 
special program into homes once, twice, or even several times a week, offers 
neither technical difficulties nor legal problems, since no governmental regulatory 
question is involved in intrastate closed-circuit operations. For example, you 
may be able to work out arrangements with local motion-picture exhibitors for 
the showing of special features, with both you and the theater exhibitor sharing 
in the proceeds. In smaller communities, where the movie house already is 
suffering from drops in attendance, you may be able to open a new home market 
for him. It is, of course, no simple matter, but it does have tremendous possibil- 
ities, both for you and the motion-picture industry. 

This has been an interesting and fruitful experience for me. It has restored 
my confidence in the future to meet you pioneers in this new offshoot development 
of television, which in the years ahead is certain to carve a special and unique 
niche of its own in the fields of homemaking and electronics. And now, may I 
say in closing what I tried to say in the beginning—any institution that effectively 
restores the American home and dedicates it to family use as the center of all 
of its activities has earned the highest tribute of God and man. 


Senator Porrrer. The first witness this afternoon is Mr. Jahncke. 


Mr. Jahncke, we are pleased to have you here, and I am sorry we 
got behind a little bit and kept you waiting. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST LEE JAHNCKE, JR., VICE PRESIDENT AND 


ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN BROADCAST- 
ING CO. 


Mr. Janncke. Thank you, sir. 

My name is Ernest Lee Jahncke, Jr. I am vice president and 
assistant to the president of American Broadcasting Co. My duties 
at ABC include supervision of the personnel engaged i in station rela- 
tions and I am familiar with the status and development of the ABC 
television network and its 196 affiliated stations, 66 of which operate 
on UHF channels. 

ABC welcomes the opportunity to join with you, Senator, and other 
interested persons in a discussion of the present and future of tele- 
vision broadcasting. The future of television, we believe, will be 
vitally affected by” the recommendation and actions taken by your 
committee. 
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fhe emphasis in this hearing has been on the UHF channels and 

e difficulties being experienced by many UHF operators. Although 
the UHF problem is the most critical in the television industry today, 
it is but a part of the larger problem of making available the widest 
possible choice of television service to the largest possible number of 
\merican citizens or, as so often has been stated in this hearing, of 
assuring the development of a truly national totally competitive tele- 

ision service. 

You have heard the UHF problem described as being a vicious circle 
of not enough listeners, not enough all-channel receivers, not enough 
programs, not enough advertisers, not enough listeners, and so forth, 
and you have also heard that unless certain actions are taken this 
circle will not be broken and UHF will be destined for the same fate 
is FM. ABC concurs in this conclusion, and I can state to you our 
conviction that unless prompt remedial action is forthcoming UHF in 
most intermixed markets is closer to that fate than is generally real- 
ized even by informed persons in the industry. 


UHF AND THE PROBLEM OF COMPETITIVE NETWORK SERVICE 


lhe UHF problem is the principal facet of the problem facing ABC 
is the growing third network and it is also the principal facet of the 
problem facing the fourth network and whatever new networks may 
come along in the future. 

The statistical information already supplied by the FCC and Du 
Mont shows conclusively in our opinion that, while two networks can 
exist and prosper without UHF, the third, fourth, and other potential 
networks will have great difficulty in becoming fully competitive un- 
less we have UHF or unless means are found to expand the number of 
VHF stations. 

Senator, 1 would like to say I appreciate the many kind things that 
have been said about A BC by previous witnesses, and I think, lest I give 
vou the wrong impression, I would like to refer to the comment of 
Mr. Storer in pointing out the great strides that ABC has been 
making. 

What we are talking about here is the ultimate development to a 
full national parity and status. 

We are doing all right. Weare not about to go out of business. We 
just signed up $8 million worth of new business this past week. 

In testimony heretofore given in this proceeding, a number of rea- 
sons have been assigned in explanation of the critical position of UHF 
broadcasters in intermixed markets and correspondingly many sug- 
gestions have been made as to remedies which will solve this situation. 

Later on in this statement I will comment on the suggested solutions 
that have been offered and I will make certain recommendations which 
ABC believes are practicable, desirable, and necessary. Before turn- 
ing to those matters, however, I would like to discuss the problem of 
competitive network service, which is also the problem of UHF 
television. 

The position of dominance enjoyed by the two major television net- 
works finds its origin in network radio broadcasting. 

The problem of encouraging competition in radio network broad- 
casting has occupied the time and the attention of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission for many years, and, in fact, it led to the 
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establishment of ABC radio in 1948 as an independent, competitive 
network. 

What are now the ABC radio and television networks originated on 
January 1, 1927, when NBC created the Blue Network in order to pro- 
vide listeners with another choice of radio fare from that offered by 
its Red Network. 

In 1941 the FCC in its Report on Chain Broadcasting found that it 
was not in the public interest for 1 company to own 2 networks. Pur- 
suant to this report, and in its decision and order approving the sale 
of the Blue Network to ABC, the Commission stated that this transfer 
would “mean a much fuller measure of competition between the 
networks.” (10 F. C. C. 212, 213 (1943).) 

In this same report, the Commission also pointed out that the many 
improvements which have taken place in program quality, in engineer- 
ing, and in the broadcasting of special events of national and regional 
interest have been due, in a considerable measure, to the advertising 
revenues brought to the radio broadcasting industry by the national 
network method of broadcasting. 

The Commission concluded that radio network broadcasting “plays 
an essential part in the development of the broadcast industry,” that 
“the network method of program distribution is an integral and nec- 
essary part of radio.” fReport on Chain Broadcasting, supra, pp. 
4, 88.) 

In television, networks are even more important since individual sta- 
tions would be unable to supply the high-quality program service pro- 
vided by the network organizations. The commercial revenue re- 
reived by the stations from network programing in turn enables them 
to supply locally originated services which in many instances they 
could not otherwise afford. 

Network service alone has enabled nationwide audiences to see such 
special events as the Kefauver hearings, the coronation, sports pro- 
grams, the forum programs participated in by Members of Congress, 
political leaders, Government officials, and business executives. 

Without ABC, it would not have been possible to bring to the coun- 
try the recent hearings involving Senator McCarthy and the Army, 
for the first two networks chose not to broadcast these hearings. 

If I may, Senator, I would like to read an editorial which appeared 
7 aes morning’s New York Times. It is entitled “The Hearings on 

With the close of the Senate subcommittee hearings on the Army-McCarthy 
dispute, congratulations are very much in order for the American Broadcasting 
Co. and the Du Mont Television Network. These two video networks faithfully 
covered on a live basis the prolonged sessions and enabled the individual to 
have the best possible seat at an event of vital national importance. 

In suspending their normal operations for so many weeks, there can be no 
doubt that the financial sacrifice of the networks was substantial; but ABC and 
Du Mont can take pride in a public service well done and one that has added 
immeasurably to television’s stature as a constructive educational force. 

I think that says better than anything else I can say why at least 
3 network program services are essential to perform television’s true 
potential and mission in serving the public of this country, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. I can well appreciate the fact that both ABC and 
Du Mont made quite a dunestiih-qenaiiies to bring the hearings to the 
people in the television audience, and I wish to commend you for 
doing so. 
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Since it was a long hearing, I don’t know whether it is a type of 
publie service that even your networks could afford to do again or 
would want to do again; but I am sure the people received a much 
better knowledge of what was transpiring than they would otherwise. 

Mr. JAnncKE. Thank you, Senator. 

This television service encompassed 184 hours of broadcasting, and 
I think it might be of interest regarding the future possibility of our 
being able to perform a comparable service to introduce, if I may, as 
part of the record an article by Jack Gould in the New York Times 
which appeared in the Sunday, June 13th issue, which I won’t read. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, that will be placed in the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. JAuNncKE. Perhaps an even better illustration of the need for 
more than 2 networks is that afforded by the recent decision of NBC 
to discontinue the Voice of Firestone program because that program 
of fine music does not have the mass appeal that NBC expected to 
obtain from the program it selected to replace it. The Voice of Fire- 
stone, which is in its 26th year in radio and 6th year in television, had 
now moved to the ABC television and radio networks. If there had 
been only 2 networks, the program would either have been discon- 
tinued entirely or moved to a time when it would not have been able 
to reach as wide an audience. 

Senator, I would like to comment on the remarks of Mr. Woodall 
who testified this morning, in which he indicated Firestone had no 
interest in UHF stations. 

The Firestone program on ABC is ordered for 70 of our stations. 
Of these 70, 46 are VHF stations and 24 are UHF stations. Thus, 
the percentage of UHF stations is about 34 percent; and, if you will 
recall, we have 196 affiliates, of which 66 are UHF. That percentage 
is just a little less, about 3314, something like that. 

So, you can see the Firestone program is using a slightly higher 
percentage of UHF stations than the percentage of the two types of 
stations that are affiliated with ABC. 

[ think the main point here is the problem of television’s growth. 

The Firestone Co. ordered 70 stations on ABC. We have 196 
affiliates. Obviously, there were a great many UHF and VHF stations 
that did not receive that order; and unless there be discouragement 
about how to program those other stations that didn’t get this order, 
we feel there is going to be a gradual increase in the lineup. 

There were those who only in the last year said iaiien would 
never reach beyond the top 60 markets of the country. It has already 
gone well beyond that, and we are convinced that the economic base 
will be there to support a network that goes into the small markets. 

We have consistently affiliated small stations, whereas that has not 
necessarily been the policy of the other networks. 

Perhaps it is our affiliation with these smaller markets that has 
highlighted ABC network’s service in this hearings, because obviously 
there are more problems the smaller market during this developmental 
stage of television. 

Senator Porrer. Is there a reluctance on the part of advertisers to 
purchase time in a UHF market ? 

Mr. Janncxe. Advertisers differ. I think there is definitely a 
psychological block on the UHF situation today. 
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I know, personally, from calling on national advertisers who have 
told me they will just not buy a UHF station—*What VHF stations 
have you got to order?” 

I know of other, I think, more reasonable advertisers who approach 
the problem with a more logical basis. They are buying circulation; 
and if they can buy it on UHF at a reasonable cost and it suits their 
needs, they will buy it. 

The problem of UHF is not only the psychological block, but also 
the fact there is a limit to the budgets of all advertisers. 

Senator Porrer. Is there a difference in the rate structures to the 
UHF as compared with the VHF? 

Mr. Jaunexr. All stations have different rates, both UHF and 
VHF, depending on the—— 

Senator Porrrr. Circulation? 

Mr. Jauncxe. Circulation. 

Senator Porrrr. Is that their only criteria, the circulation? 

Mr. Jauncxe. Let’s use Pittsburgh as an example, Senator. The 
VHF station has a rate of $1,400 an hour: the UHF station has a rate 
of $500 an hour. The circulation of the VHF station is in the order of 
600,000, perhaps as much as 700,000, sets; the UHF conversions in 
Pittsburgh are around perhaps 250,000 to 260,000. So, you relate that 
down to how much it costs to reach a set. Perhaps they are equal buys. 

There are some advertisers who want the whole market, and it is not 
a question of the relative buy, which is a problem for the UHF sta- 
tion until conversion proceeds to the extent it apparently has in 
Columbus, Ga. 

As television continues to grow, we will find more and more in- 
stances of outstanding programs being forced from the choice time 
in NBC and CBS. The consequences of such a result if we do not 
have other networks are self-evident. 

In the 11 years in which ABC has operated as an independent radio 
network, it has made substantial progress. While it has not been able 
to provide the full measure of competition to CBS and NBC that was 
hoped for, its growth has been worthwhile. However praiseworthy, 
ABC would be first to admit that it has not been able in radio, pri- 
marily because of the dominant position of CBS and NBC and their 
ownership of and affiliation with the key clear-channel stations, to 
provide the amount of competition which the Commission hoped 
would flow from the establishment of ABC as an independent com- 
petitive network. 

It is this dominance of NBC and CBS in radio which is already 
represented in television and which ABC fears will continue to exist 
in this new medium unless corrective steps are taken. 

The disparity in the competitive situation of the four networks is 
well illustrated by a comparative tabulation of their published gross 
billings in millions of dollars for the 5-year period 1949 to 1953, 
inclusive, 





Year NBC CBS ABC | DuMont 
3.4 1.4 1.0 
13.0 6.6 3.6 
42.5 18.6 7.8 
69.1 18.4 10.1 
97.5 21.1 12.4 
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Certainly you can see when 2 networks have 85 percent of the bill 
vou have some less than a full 4-network service. 

' Admittedly the $21 million credited to ABC in 1953 will look better 

| 1954 because of new advertisers which are coming to us because of 
new programing and the fact we do have more and more stations all 
the time available. 

Senator Potrrr. Would this be a good time to buy stock in ABC? 

Mr. Jauncxe. I would suggest, Senator, you consult your invest- 
ment counsel on that, although we are closing the gap r apidly par- 
ticularly for the fall of 1954, since our merger last year with United 
Paramount Theaters. We are handic: apped by the artificial limita- 
tion of comparable station clearances which restricts our ability to 
compete and is beyond our power to remove. 

ABC reco gnize “d after the public: ition of the allocation pl in adopted 
by the Federal Communications Commission in its sixth report and 
order that the objective of developing a truly competitive national 
television network system could only be : accomplished through the 
use of UHF stations. We have, there fore, given UHF operators 
every possible support short of arbitrary action which would alienate 
our advertisers. 

We can’t tell our advertisers they have got to buy a UHF station 
f they don’t want to. 

An analysis of the third week of January 1954, based on Nielsen 
research, showed that on the average ABC commercial list of network 
stations 3314 percent were UHF as compared with 27 percent for 
Du Mont, 20 percent for CBS and 19.3 percent for NBC. 

ABC published in October 1953 a brochure entitled “The P’s and Q’s 
of V’s and U’s.” In this book we attempted to clear up misunder- 
standings and provide basic information to assist the growth and 
appreciation and promotion of UHF. 

| would like to submit a copy of that brochure for the record. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, that will be made a part of the 
official files of the committee. 

Mr. JAuncke. Despite our consistent support of UHF, some broad- 
casters have felt that ABC should have made even greater efforts on 
their behaif, even at the risk of seriously damaging the entire net- 
work. 

Some of the suggested solutions to the UHF problem advanced at 
these hearings have been directed toward the relationship between 
networks and their affiliates and I believe that an explanation of that 
relationship as it exists between ABC and its affiliates would be help- 
ful in understanding the problem. 

It has been traditional in both radio and television to consider the 
network-affiliate relationship in the three basic areas of program costs, 
sales costs, and distribution costs. Each station pays a proportionate 
share of these three basic costs. This share is usually paid in terms 
of free hours, under an arrangement whereby the station, in return 
for the network programing ‘and other benefits, agrees to carry a 
certain number of network commercial programs each month without 
compensation. The network keeps the compensation derived from 
the sale of these hours to defray in part its cost of maintaining the 
network. The network and the station divide the revenue derived 
from the sale of broadcast time in excess of the free hours. 
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In the case of the ABC television network our standard inter- 
connected contract specifies compensation to stations of 30 percent of 
gross for all network programs carried in excess of 22 hours per 
month, or 5 a week. The 30 percent of gross is a much larger per- 
centage of the net revenue, of course, since the network absorbs all 
the discounts, annual rebates, agency commissions and other costs 
involved in the program. 

Since compensation is expressed in terms of a percentage of rate, 
the stations in the more important markets with wider circulation and 
higher rates receive more compensation for their time. 

The free hours have a value only if used, but the network has fixed 
costs whether or not the free hours on various stations are utilized 
for commercial business. Therefore, wherever there is reasonable 
doubt of our ability initially to obtain sufficient business to use all the 
free hours, we have adopted a sliding-scale arrangement under which 
a dollar value is placed on each of the free hours, and in the event we 
are unable to use the free hours the station agrees to reimburse us at 
the agreed-upon value. 

I might add, Senator, this reasonable business principle applies in 
our contracts to VHF stations just the same as it does to UHF sta- 
tions. It is our analysis of the market, not a question of which type 
of station it is, and it is also obvious that if we didn’t anticipate, over 
a period of growth, going well beyond a mere 22 hours a month, there 
wouldn’t be much point in the affiliation in the first place. 

Another normal provision of the affiliation agreement is that the 
affiliated station is given first call on all programs scheduled to be 
broadcast in its community. In many of our UHF affiliation con- 
tracts, this first-call provision has been eliminated because of the nec- 
essity, in those markets where our advertisers so demand and where 
we are able to secure clearance, of being able to place our programs 
on VHF stations which, in the present state of television development, 
have much greater circulation. 

Because of these serious differences in circulation, we could not 
survive if we tried to force advertisers to buy UHF and make them 
forgo up to as much as 90 percent of their circulation in order to 
promote UHF. Therefore, wherever this problem exists, we have left 
the choice of the station—V or U—up to the advertiser. Any other 
course would have driven advertisers from out network and destroyed 
the every economic and programing support needed by both UHF 
and VHF affiliates throughout the country. 

In this connection, it is not completely black or white. We have 
31 UHF affiliates that we do give first call to, and 35 that we do not 
give first call to because of this problem. 

Senator Porter. Is that right in your contract? 

Senator Jauncxke. Yes, sir. 

There are no “must” buyson ABC. The advertiser is free to choose 
the stations he wishes, whether to go into a market or stay out, 
whether to buy V or U. 

It must also be pointed out that ABC’s ability to serve not only the 
UHF broadcaster but also the VHF broadcaster has been severely 
limited because of the very high cost of A. T. & T. television pro- 
gram transmission facilities. 

ABC’s current expenditures are running at the rate of $6 million 
a year and by fall of 1954 will be running at the rate of almost $8 
million a year. 
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While the A. T. & T. charges to NBC and CBS are higher in total, 
they are much lower for those two networks in proportion to their 
network billings, their number of program hours, and their program 
expenditures. The amount ABC spends for this type of distribution 

one now runs in excess of our programing costs. 

Senator Porrer. There is a difference in the rate to NBC and CBS. 
[s that discrimination or is it due to a graduated 

Mr. JanNcKE. We all operate under the same tariff, Senator. It is 
the difference in its application to the small and large users, which I 
will deseribe. 

Statements have been made in this hearing about the cost of an 
({BC-TV affiliation. This cost barely covers the additional cost of 

terconnection without any proper contribution to programing and 

ther network services, and obviate it doesn’t include such tremen- 
lous costs that all networks have in supplying what you might call 
trunkline facilities, such as our transcontinental cable that cannot be 
ssigned against any one station. 

The cost of feeding one 15-minute program to the west coast on a live 
basis is about $2,000. 

This is an actual program that we have on the air at the moment. 

In fact, in some cases these costs are so high that we have not been 
ible to interconnect some stations and must serve such markets by 
kinescope on a noninterconnected basis. 

One of the most important factors delaying the rapid growth of the 
ABC network has been this disadvantageous position in making inter- 
onnected service available to its affiliates. We believe that the A. T. 
& T. tariffs favor the larger consumers at the expense of the small 
customers. As the following will show, ABC is being penalized be- 
ause of these tariffs, 

All live television programs are distributed throughout the country 
for all networks by A. T. & T. This FCC regulated monopoly pro- 
vides these distribution services under tariffs approved by the FCC. 
The services, briefly, are as follows: At the originating point a local 
loop is provided between the broadcast studio and the telephone com- 
pany building. At the telephone company building there is a connec- 
(ion which hooks up the program to the long lines. The long lines 
then carry the program to the telephone company building in the dis- 
tant city, where a receiving connection is provided and again a local 
loop is used from the telephone company building to the studios of 
the local television station. 

These services require two sets of facilities: 

One to transmit the television picture, which is done by either 
coaxial cable or microwave relay, equally expensive, I might add; the 
other to transmit the audio portion of the television program, on the 
same type of line as is used for radio broadcasting. 

Senator Porter. Did ABC challenge the tariffs when they were 
submitted to the FCC? 

Mr. Janncke. No; we did not. We have learned since, sir. 

Senator Porrrr. You would do it if they did it again? 

Mr. Janneoxke. Yes, sir. 

We can’t challenge A. T. & T’s cost, sir. I don’t think we are in a 
position to know what the costs are. It is the operation of the tariffs 
[ am referring to, not the basic cost. I have no way of knowing 
whether A. T. & T. charges the right amount, too much or too little. 
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These services can be purchased in 1 of 2 ways—on an occasional- 
use basis or by contract service. 

The use of occasional service is the leasing of lines on a per program 
basis for each use. 

The contract service is on a monthly basis which provides for 8 
consecutive hours of use per day throughout the month at a flat charge. 

The occasional-use charge is $1 per mile per hour or fraction thereof 
for video, plus 15 cents per mile per hour or fraction thereof for audio, 
or a total charge of $1.15. 

The monthly 8-hour per day contract service is $35 per mile per 
month for video and $6 per mile per month for audio, or a total charge 
of $41 per mile. 

In addition to these long-line charges there are charges for local 
loops and connections as follows: 

Receiving connection video—$500 per month ; 

Receiving connection audio—$75 per month ; 

Video and audio receiving loops priced according to the distance 
from the telephone company building. 

The average cost of these local receiving facilities for each televi- 
sion station is approximately $1,200 per month. 

Without dwelling on it, Senator, I think you will understand why 
Mr. Woodyard, with WIFE, Dayton, was really being subsidized by 
ABC, because we were only charging him a thousand dollars a month, 
and he mentioned he was paying an exorbitant price for ABC pro- 
grams. He wasn’t paying enough to get the local telephone com- 
pany’s switchboard, much less the other costs involved in supplying 
the service, however limited we supplied him. 

The heart of this problem is illustrated by the growing network that 
needs more service than that provided under the occasional-use rate 
formula and has not yet grown to the point where it can make effli- 
cient utilization of the full 8-hour per day contract service. 

It is readily apparent how prohibitively expensive this occasional- 
use service is for the small user when it is realized that the cost of a 
full 8-hour per day service for an entire month is only 41 times more 
expensive than the cost of a single 15-minute program. In other 
words, you can buy 960 15-minute periods for only 41 times the price 
of a single 15-minute period. The difficulty is that you have to pay 
on one basis or the other—there is no middle ground. 

ABC television network has used, under normal circumstance 
throughout the past telecasting season, an average of 4 hours per 
day on a full month order basis in the feed of live programing. We 
have thus been charged for an average of 4 unused hours of video cir- 
cuits and 12 unused hours of audio circuits per day. 

That 12 hours, Senator, is based on the fact that the audio line, the 
radio line, that tariff is based on a 16-hour day rather than an 8-hour 
day. 

These 4 hours fall within the consecutive time bracket of our con- 
tract cable. In addition, we have purchased an additional hour per 
day for morning programing on an overtime additional cost basis. 
In contrast, NBC and CBS are using well over the minimum 8-hour 
contract time and, therefore, have a much more efficient purchase. 

If ABC did not have to pay for this unused cable time, which it is 
not currently in a position to use, its cost could be reduced sufficiently 
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to give improved and enlarged service to both its UHF and VHF 
fhliates. 

While, in many cases, the problems experienced by UHF broad- 

ters have been beyond their control, it must also be recognized that 

other cases they are only the normal Se of any business and 
re not attributable solely to the fact that the broadcaster operates 
n the UHF rather than the VHF portion of the spectrum. 

[hese general business problems include commencing operations 
with insufficient capital, insufficient knowledge of the television busi- 
ness, poor engineering installations and disregard of market potential. 

It is submitted that the solution to such problems is not the respon- 
sibility of the Government. 

Surely, it would be against every fundamental tenet of our present 
economic system for the Government to guarantee success to a given 

lass of businessmen regardless of the manner in which the business 
operated by them was conducted or whether they had planned wisely 
n going into an overserved market. 

At the same time it must be recognized that the problems of many 
UHF operators are completely beyond their individual power to cor- 
rect regardless of their competence. It is in this area that both in- 
dustry and Government action are both proper and necessary, and 
t is to proposed solutions which have been made to these problems 
that I now turn. 


PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 


There are before you various regulatory, economic and engineering 
proposals to solve the UHF problem. In general, they may be 
Saban: in Six categories. 

(a) Changes in the multiple-ownership rules to encourage owner- 
ship of UHF stations by multiple-VHF owners; 

(6) New network regulations to force networks to affiliate more 
UHF stations 

(c) Tax and Government subsidy assistance for UHF; 

(7) Engineering and equipment improvements; 

(ce) A freeze on new stations; and 

(f) Revised allocation plans. 

ABC has the following comments on the various proposals: 


A. CHANGES IN THE MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP RULES 


(1) The FCC proposal. ABC supports the FCC’s proposal to 
imend its rules to increase the maximum permissible ownership of 
television stations from 5 to 7, of which not more than 5 may be in 
the VHF band. 

On January 31, 1952, ABC originally made this suggestion to the 
Commission. ‘Twenty-three months later, on December 23, 1953, the 
Commission proposed an amendment to its rules to adopt ABC’s sug- 
gestion. On February 1, 1954, ABC filed a statement with the Com- 
mission in favor of the alee amendment. In that statement urged 
earliest possible finalization of the proposal, pointing out that “any 
increased impetus to UHF given at this time will snowball and pro- 


duce an effect far greater than could be achieved by any encourage- 
ment at a later date.” 
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ABC suggests no arbitrary rule or limitation on the size of market 
in which multiple owners may acquire UHF stations, but obviously 
ownership of UHF stations in the largest intermixed markets of the 
country that have fewer than four VHF stations would contribute 
most to the promotion of UHF. 

(2) The sliding-seale proposal of Senator Johnson, S. 3095. 

In essence, this proposal would permit the ownership of up to a 
total of 10 UHF stations, on a 2-for-1 ratio, such as 4 V’s and 2 U’s, 
3 V’s and 4 U’s, and so forth. 

ABC believes that the FCC proposal is a better approach, since 
Senator Johnson’s bill would require persons who have 5 VHF sta- 
tions to relinquish 1 of such stations for each 2 UHF licenses to be 
acquired. We doubt that this would provide incentive to acquire UDHF 
ownership. 

(3) Partial-ownership proposal of Mr. Garrison of KACY, Festus, 
Mo. 

This proposal suggests that multiple V owners be permitted to own 
up to 50 percent of 5 additional U stations. 

This variation of the FCC plan has the advantage of bringing 
strong ownership into a total of 5 UHF stations rather than a total 
of 2, and deserves careful consideration, since it is designed to com- 
bine the advantages of network partnership and programing with 
local identity. 

(4) Du Mont plan C. This is a plan which would authorize net- 
work ownership of 1 additional station for every 7 UHF stations 
affiliated by the network in the top 100 markets of the country. This 
proposal is described by Dr. Du Mont as permissive, since it could be 

ut into operation by the FCC under its ee granted powers simply 

y amending its multiple-ownership rules, and without requiring the 
detailed Government supervision and regulation necessary under Du 
Mont’s other plans. 

ABC prefers the FCC’s proposal, however, since it believes that 
artificial limitations on the freedom of stations and networks to affili- 
ate with each other are not the correct approach to this problem. 

We concur completely with the viewpoint of Dr. Du Mont that net- 
works are entitled to special consideration in the application of the 
multiple-ownership rules, for it is the networks that provide program 
service and need revenues from station ownership to support their 
program expenditures. 

To illustrate, ABC has over the past 6 years million of dollars in 
the operation and programing of its television network; in contrast, 
other multiple owners that are not network organizations have profited 
greatly from the programs provided them by the networks. How- 
ever, the purpose of the proposed amendment to the multiple-owner- 
ship rules is to aid UHF and we believe that it should be broad enough 
to attract all multiple owners to enter UHF. 


B. CHANGES IN THE NETWORK RULES 


(1) Senator Bricker’s bill, S. 3456. This bill would grant to the 
FCC direct authority to regulate networks. At the present time, 
networks are regulated indirectly by the FCC through control of the 
types of contracts and arrangements which stations may enter into 


1 








coh nae 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 949 


with networks. The FCC’s authority over station network relation- 

ips has been sustained by the Supreme Court. Ta i 

ABC considers the Bricker bill unnecessary legislation, for it be- 

eves that the FCC already has sufficient authority to do what is 
necessary and desirable toaid UHF. It also believes that the solution 
to the problem of a competitive nationwide television service lies not 
n increased reguiation but in making changes in the allocation plan 
so that the natural workings of our free-enterprise system may operate 
with the present artificial restrictions of unequal access to the market 
place removed, 

Senator Porrer. Do you believe that a station operator should be 
able to buy programing from any company it wants to, any network ? 

Mr. JAHNcCKE. Senator, in effect, a station does do that through an 
ifliliation with that network. 

Senator Porrerr. Let’s take Pittsburgh, for example. There are 
three V’s there; is that correct ? 

Mr. Jauncxke. In Pittsburgh at the present time there is 1 V and 
2 UHF stations in operation. There are allocated to Pittsburgh or 
nearby suburbs two additional V’s. So, if ultimately things proceed 

s they probably look, it will be a 3-VHF market and a 3-UHF market. 

Senator Porrer. Three and three ? 

Mr. Jaunoexe. Three and three. 

Senator Porrer. Now, we will assume that the other two V’s go in. 
One will have an affiliation with NBC, 1 with CBS, and 1 with ABC, 
and then I assume 1 of the U’s would have it with Du Mont. Yow 
have two other U’s in that area if all the stations go on the air. Do 
you think that those stations should be able to buy programs from 
any of the networks? 

Mr. Janncxe. No; I don’t. 

Senator Porrer. Would you explain your reasons for your answer ? 

Mr. JAuNcKE. Well, Senator, our problem is just the reverse. We 
spend all of our time trying to persuade stations to take our program. 

Our whole activity is just the reverse. The last thing we could 
conceive of is trying to restrict the distribution of our programs. We 
want them to have the widest possible distribution. That is what our 
advertisers want. 

This is our business—getting them around the country to as many 
stations as possible. 

The whole problem at the moment is that we don’t have access. We 
can’t get programs, such as United States Steel, or any one of them, in 
some of the markets today because of the lack of facilities. 

It is just the reverse. It is not the question that we are depriving any 
station of service. It is the question primarily that there are not 
enough stations to carry our service and, therefore, in many parts of 
the country ABC’s fine television service is not available to the public. 

Senator Porrer. We have had a certain amount of testimony here 
that some of the stations that have had an affiliation with one of the 
neworks that—take a U station—when a V would come into the market 
they would lose their affiliation and go to the V. 

Now, I am just bringing this up as a matter of discussion. There 
has been discussion that possibly networks should be the same as the 
Associated Press, for example, so that anybody who wants to purchase 
the service can purchase it. 
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Mr. Jauncxer. Well, Senator, as I understand it, the Associated 
Press service is available to more than one purchaser or user in any 
given community. 

Senator Porrer. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Janncxe. I don’t think it would be in the public interest, in view 
of the scarcity of channels available, to permit the duplication of pro- 
grams in any market and thereby eliminate the choice of programs 
that would otherwise be available to the public served by those stations. 

The most popular programs would be bought by every station in 
time. You destroy the whole concept of a choice of programs. 

However, it goes, I think, much deeper than that. Our whole opera- 
tion is based on advertiser support. Now, when we go out to sell an 
advertiser, we sell an advertiser the time of day he wants, depending 
on what audience he wants to reach. He buys circulation. He is inter- 
ested in what program on our schedule he follows, and he is interested 
in what program on our schedule he receives, and he is interested in 
what programs on other stations he competes with at the time of the 
broadcast. He is also interested, if you will, in the efficiency of the 
circulation of each individual station that comprises his lineup. 

Now, if he wants to buy the ABC network—and I will use United 
States Steel as an example—and he wants, because his home office is 
in Pittsburgh, the widest possible circulation in Pittsburgh, he buys 
the VHF station, WDTV. 

It just seems to me it is not logical to deprive him of that opportu- 
nity because a UHF station in Pittsburgh would bid higher or would 
be able to buy for the same price. 

Actually, stations don’t buy our service. We pay them to carry the 
programs. The advertiser pays it, and we in turn divide that revenue 
with the stations. 

So, it is not a question of the stations having to buy service from 
networks. They get them not only without charge; they get paid for 
broadcasting them. 

That is the whole concept of the network affiliate relationship in 
both radio and television. 

Senator Porrzr. It is you testimony, then, it wouldn’t be in the 
public interest to- 

Mr. Janncxe. No, sir. I think it would reduce our industry to a 
state of great chaotic confusion. 

I will say this, Senator: There is the area in which a program is not 
being broadcast in a market for various reasons. I would certainly 
like to see that worked out, but again I don’t think that should be 
worked out by mandate or rule. 

There are a lot of practical problems involved here; but if you have 
a program, like Firestone, which I cited, which is broadcast on 70 sta- 
tions—those are the number of markets that Firestone has purchased 
from us. Naturally, any extension of the station list to permit more 
stations than those 70 to carry Firestone would be desirable; but, as a 
practical matter, Firestone decides how many stations carry their 
program, because it is their money that is supporting that program. 

Senator Porrer. Say you have an affiliation with one of the stations 
in Detroit—take your Firestone program—and they don’t want to run 
that program ; they want to run a local program, or whatever it might 
~ Can you go out and place that program with another station in 

Jetroit ? 
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Mr. JanNcCKE. Yes, sir. 
[ will admit Detroit is a bad example. We own our station there. 
(hey usually carry our programs, but that is correct. When our 
ar affiliate does not or cannot carry our program, it is not a ques- 
| of allowing any other station to carry it. We are usually the 
t ones to go out and try to pe rsuade someone else to carr ¥ it. 
\s example of that: Our station is a UHF station, WENS, in Pitts- 
irgh. ‘They were unable to clear the Firestone program because they 
‘arrying the CBS Arthur Godfrey program, and, therefore, we 
wed the Firestone program on the Du Mont station, WTV, to show 
,ow many network programs you cut across in one-half hour there 
Pittsburgh. 
Senator Porrrr. It seems to me I recall testimony that if a station 
. prime contract for one of the networks, even if they didn’t use 
> that program, that other stations in that market area were precluded 
from getting it. 
Mr. JAHNCKE. Senator, I can’t speak for the other networks, but 
r obligation to a station under our first-call contract we feel is com- 
ateng satisfied once we have offered the station that program. If 
they turn it down, they have no further right or hold on that program, 
nd we feel completely free to put it on any other station we can find 
hat market, and we do it as a matter of everyday policy. 
Senator Porrer. You don’t know the policy of any other network ? 
Mr. Jauncke. No, sir. 
Senator Porrer, Suppose I am an advertiser and I wanted a certain 
type of program. Let’s say I wanted a certain news commentator. 
( ould I get him or do I have to order just a news commentator ! 
| want one specific person. 
Mr. JAHNCKE. No, sir. I will speak for ABC, sir. We have our 
n news commentators, such as John Daly, ions we offer for spon- 
hip to advertisers. On the other hand, if an advertiser wants to 
y time and make arrangements—either have us make the arrange- 
ts or he makes the arrangements directly—for some other news 
mentator that is not a regular ABC commentator, that is equally 
permissible, providing, of course, we feel he qualifies as a commentator. 
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You just can’t put on anybody. We feel a responsibility to make 
: re it is a reliable and reputable commentator; but it can either be 
rought in by the advertiser on ABC or an ABC commentator, such 


John Daly, and it is perfeetly obvious we try to sell our own first. 
enator Porrrr. What network has Henry J. Taylor? 
Mr. Jauncke. ABC, sin 
Senator Porrrer. I heard a rumor that a sponsor of a program 
ited to secure Taylor, Henry J. Taylor, and was told they could 
ponsor a news commentator, but they couldn’t specify the person 
were to receive. Now, is that from the advertising end of it, 
advertising agency, or is that the network ¢ 
Mr. JAHNCKE. No, sir; I think that is the agency. 
Henry J. Taylor has been meg with the General Motors Corp. 
a long period of time. Henry J. Taylor is employed by General 
Motors. not by ABC, and I assume—it is reasonable to assume—that 
General Motors does not want Henry J. Taylor’s identity with that 
particular sponsor to be diluted by his use elsewhere. 


48550—54 61 








952 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


This is not a matter of network policy at all. It is even quite pos- 
sible that Henry J. Taylor himself would not agree to be available 
for another sponsor. I doubt if he would because of his very close 
association with General Motors. 

Senator Porrer. The question was raised to me that the network 
had forbidden Taylor to be used by another sponsor. 

Mr. Jauncke. That is not correct, sir. 

Senator Porrer. All right. Iam glad to clear that up. 

Mr. Jauncxe. I think it is an unwritten rule and, in addition to the 
excise tax removal, one obvious point that everyone in this room would 
agree with: we love all of our advertisers. 

Senator Porrer. Like we love all of our constituents. 

Mr. Jauncke. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Janncxe. (2) The Du Mont plan A. This plan would force all 
networks to affiliate UHF stations to an equal degree in the major 
markets. Under the plan, the 4 networks would be required to take 
turns in affiliating the UHF stations exclusively wherever less than 
4 VHF stations exist in any 1 market. The plan is intended, as are 
all of Dr. Du Mont’s proposals, to increase NBC’s and CBS’s program 
time on UHF stations and to increase ABC’s and Du Mont’s program 
time on VHF stations. 

ABC supports Dr. Du Mont’s objectives, but believes that the best 
approach to this problem is through voluntary industry action on a 
case-to-case basis rather than through inflexible regulatory measures. 

Senator Porrer. Is any of that being done now? 

Is there any voluntary action on that like being done now by the 
networks? 

Mr. Janncke. No, sir; not that I know of. 

Each network has whatever affiliations with stations of either class 
that it wishes or can acquire, and—— 

Senator Porrer. But you think it is desirable to have it done on a 
voluntary basis? 

Mr. JAHNCKE. Yes, sir. 

There is evidence that the best-intentioned rules often create results 
different from planned, and sometimes directly opposite. 

We believe that the proposal is unworkable, discriminatory, unduly 
disruptive of business relationships, and not likely to produce the re- 
sult intended. In any event, there are better solutions. 

(3) Du Mont plan B. This plan would require each VHF station 
in markets having fewer than 4 VHF stations to make available 25 
percent of its time to the network not having a VHF affiliation. 

ABC believes that this plan is preferable to Du Mont plan A, but it 
also is fundamentally the wrong approach. It would be extremely 
difficult to administer, and we are not convinced that it will accomplis 
the objective intended; that is, forcing network programing to the 
UHF stations. 

It has been our experience that advertisers in many instances would 
forego buying the market entirely rather than place their program on 
the UHF station. 

Furthermore, Dr. Du Mont in his description of the plan stated that 
it probably would require rate regulation. ABC believes that this 
is an area that should not be entered by the Government. 
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(4) Proposal requiring networks to affiliate a fixed minimum per- 
entage of UHF stations: This proposal would require each network 
io have at least one-third of its affiliates in the UHF band within 1 
year and within 2 years to have this percentage gradually increase 
to at least 50 percent. 

It is of interest to note that at the present time one-third of ABC’s 
ifiliates are UHF stations. 

We believe that this proposal also takes the wrong approach. 
Moreover , it does not go to the core of the UHF problem because the 
ievitable tendency would be to maintain the required minimum per- 
entages by affiliating a greater proportion of U HF stations in the 

ialler markets without helping UHF in the larger markets. 

The solution of the UHF problem, in our opinion, must come in the 
najor markets and the small market solution will follow as a 
yproduct. 

This proposal also would discriminate unfairly against VHF sta- 
tions if networks were forced to drop VHF affiliates in order to comply 
with such a rule. 

[ think it would be appropriate to point out here, Senator, that we 

ive adopted from the beginning a policy that television was for 
everybody, large and small markets, and we have adopted a policy 

hat even where satisfactory alien signals were available to serve the 
ommunity we thought that local television had a place and an im- 
»ortance, and we have affiliated, therefore, stations like UHF stations 
1 places like Akron, Worcester, and Bridgeport, and Flint. 

(5) Proposal to preclude the use of VHF station for delayed broad- 
ist where a UHF station in the market is available for live-time 
learance: The adoption of this rule would tend to perpetuate the 

dominance of NBC and CBS. ABC's only access to many 1- and 
-station VHF markets is by delayed broadcast. 

Senator Porrer. What do you mean by “delayed broadcast”? 

Mr. Jauncxe. Senator, where we can’t clear the time that the pro- 
cram usually goes over the line 

Senator Porrer. I understand. 

Mr. JaHNcKE. We make a kinescope recording and arrange to put 
lat program on at some other time. 

Senator Porrer. Yes; I understand. 

Mr. Jauncke. To give you an idea of the extent of this problem, 
f you recall Mr. Storer’s testimony, his appendix, where he listed the 

number of 2 V markets—in the top antied, there were 29—or in 

places where the ABC-UHF affiliated has ceased operations—how 

would we get our programs into Louisville and Dayton today, for 

example, where the UHF stations have gone off the air and there are 

only two V’s; how would we get our programs into Rochester or Syra 
ise, or markets like that, or Birmingham ¢ 

If we were deprived of this access, our entire network operation 
would be seriously impaired, with the corresponding result that our 
ibility to serve both UHF and VHF stations generally throughout the 
ountry would suffer 

With one minor exception, neither NBC nor CBS has ever affiliated 
UHF station in markets where there are two VHF stations. 

The proposed rule would damage the two networks which have the 
createst number of UHF affiliates—ABC and Du Mont. 
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(6) Proposal to preclude network ownership of stations : The history 
of broadcasting shows that station ownership is essential to network 
cperation. Without owned and operated stations in the key markets, 
networks would lack the facilities and the revenue to produce the 
superior programs that have been largely responsible for the growth 
and development of radio and television. 

If ABC were forced to elect between station ownership and network 
operation, it would choose the former. 

The proposal would retard, not aid UHF development. 


TAX AND SUBSIDY AID FOR UHF 


(1) Repeal of the 10 percent excise tax on all-channel receivers, both 
monochrome and color: ABC endorses this proposal for the reasons 
already advanced in this hearing. 

(2) Government subsidy: A proposal has been made that instead of 
reducing the 10 percent excise tax on all-channel receivers, the money 
so collected be made available to subsidize UHF operators. Subsidy 
would be a step in Government control of program content, and ABC 
strongly opposes it. 

Senator Porrer. So do I. 

Mr. Jauncxe. I am delighted, sir. 

(3) Government loans: Government loans are an indirect form of 
subsidy. We have serious doubt that any short-range benefits that 
might flow from aid of this type would be worth the inherent risk of 
ultimate Government ownership of television stations. 


D. ENGINEERING PROPOSALS AND EQUIPMENT IMPROVEMENTS 


(1) Proposed minimum of 5 kilowatt transmitter in UHF: ABC 
agrees that higher power is needed in UHF, but the proposed re- 
quirement of a minimum of 5 kilowatts would work hardship on 
many UHF operators who find difficulty in financing their present 
operations. Most low-power UHF operators not only would be 
happy to increase their power to 5 kilowatts, but actually want and 
need much more power. However, we believe that it would be wiser 
at this stage of UHF development to leave power increases to normal 
growth rather than to make them mandatory by rule. 

(2) Authorization of booster or satellite stations: ABC endorses 
any proposal that will bring UHF nearer to parity with VHF. It 
is hoped that this experiment will be tried. 

(3) Improved UHF receivers: ABC agrees that the greatest ad- 
vances in improved UHF reception can be made at the receiver end 
rather than at the transmitter end. The present UHF receivers are 
greatly inferior to their VHF counterparts. New tubes and other 
developments are in the offing and it is in the power of the manu- 
facturers to speed up the timetable under which they will come into 
widespread public use with minimum or no price differential. 

It is pertinent to observe that three of the television networks— 
NBC, CBS and Du Mont—and several important television station 
licensees manufacture and sell television receivers. 

ABC is engaged exclusively in the broadcasting business with no 
manufacturing division. 
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(4) Reduction of the VHF station coverage: This proposal en- 
visions the reduction of VHF antenna height and power to approxi- 
mate the range presently obtainable by UHF stations. 

ABC believes that the disadvantages of this proposal outweigh its 
benefits. It entails depriving large numbers of the public in out- 
lying areas of television service they now enjoy. Its concept is nega- 
tive in that it proposes to reduce everyone to the lowest common 
denominator rather than seek a policy of improving service for all. 


E. THE FREEZE PROPOSALS 


A discussion of this subject should start with a statement of the 
fact that television has spent most of its formative years in cold 
storage. The first commercial television authorization was granted 
n June 1941. Less than a year later, in April 1942, a wartime freeze 
was imposed, prohibiting new construction. This wartime freeze 
remained in effect until April 1946, as which time the first postwar 
‘onstruction permit was granted. From April 1946 until September 
1948, slightly more than 2 years, television was permitted normal 
development. On September 30, 1945. the Commission im 
posed the second freeze which lasted until July 1952, almost 4 years, 
at which time the present allocation plan went into effect. In sum, 
since its inception 13 years ago, commercial television has had only 
5 years in which to grow, and has spent 8 years on ice. 

To those who remember the Commission’s expectation of a short 
freeze of 60 to 90 days’ duration in 1948 and who saw this grow into 
a freeze of almost 4 years’ duration, the prospect of another temporary 
freeze is frightening. 

We are also haunted by the fact that in AM the Commission has 
had the clear channels frozen since 1942, with the exception of a few 
months in the 1945-46 period, and the ABC radio network in par- 
ticular has been the victim of this inaction. 

ABC believes that another freeze is neither necessary nor desirable. 
Furthermore, it is manifestly unfair to the many applicants for VHF 
facilities who, through no fault of their own, have been held up in the 
judgment of their applications since as far back as 1947, 

The UHF problem cannot be solved by artifically retarding the 
normal growth of the industry. 

A freeze would preserve the dominance of NBC and CBS and retard 
the development of ABC. It also would remove the incentive to a 
quick solution that would be present in an emergency atmosphere. 


F. REVISED ALLOCATION PLANS 


(1) Reallocation of all television to the UHF band: The trans- 
fer of all television to the UHF band has the appeal of being the 
theoretically best solution. If accomplished it would eliminate the 
economy of scarcity and provide ample and equal facilities to all 
communities in the United States, large and small. It would create 
a true parity of facilities which would enable competition to flower in 
its best environment with the rewards going to those who produce the 
best program service. The question is whether or not it is practical. 

There certainly are many well-founded objections to this proposal. 
In some localities, particularly those with rough terrain, VMF is 
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simply a better part of the spectrum in which to broadcast television. 

Seattle, Portland, Pittsburgh are examples of that. 

Substantial question has also been raised in this hearing whether, 
because of allocation standards cn which the UHF plan is based, there 
are enough UHF channels to permit a nationwide service in the DHF 
band alone. We believe changes in these standards to make them 
more comparable to the VHF standards would enable the 70 UHF 
channels to fill the need without any difficulty. The proposal also 
contemplates a gradual transition to UHF. All VHF operators 
would be assigned a UHF channel and given the opportunity over a 
period of years to broadcast either in VHF or UHF or as a simulcast, 
with the understanding that as of a certain date the VHF channel 
would cease operation. This would impose an important financial 
problem on every VHF operator, both on capital investment and the 
additional costs of operation during the transition period. In addi- 
tion, many VHF towers and antenna sites might not lend themselves to 
the addition of a UHF antenna. 

Of the 29 million television sets in the hands of the public, approxi- 
mately 3 million are equipped for UHF. Therefore, this proposal 
would envision the conversion or replacement by all-channel receivers 
of about 26 million VHF-only sets over the transition period, with 
accompanying home antenna modifications. 

The proposal imposes such large burdens on a substantial portion of 
26 million American families and several hundred VHF broadcasters 
that ABC believes it should be considered only if other less drastic 
remedies are first tried and proven inadequate. 

If a decision is made to switch to an all-UHF system, color television 
should immediately be restricted to UHF. The advent of color on 
UHF-only would hasten the distrbution of all channel receivers. 

A modification of this proposal which might spur UHF develop- 
ment without losing the advantages of VHF and causing the major 
disruptions of a switch to an all-UHF system would be to permit 
color on UHF-only for a period, say, of 3 to 5 years, following which 
color would be permitted to be broadcast on VHF as well. 

VHF broadcasters who desire to duplicate programs on a UHF 
station during this transition period so as to broadcast color would be 
permitted to do so. 

(2) Reallocation of the FM band to television. VHF television is 
presently divided into two bands: Channels 2 to 6 occupy the space 
between 54 and 88 megacycles; channels 7 to 13 occupy the space be- 
tween 174 and 216 megacycles. 

Between these two VHF bands is an area of 86 megacycles. FM 
occupies 20 megacycles of this space, 88 to 108 megacycles. This band 
would accommodate 3 additional VHF channels with a surplus of 2 
megacycles which could be used to accommodate all the FM stations 
now in operation. 

Senator Porter. Is that right, that it will take care of all the FM 
stations now in operation ¢ 

Mr. Jauncke. That is my understanding, according to the engi- 
neering department. I am not an engineer myself. 

The present FM service provides little that is not already available 
‘via AM radio. In a situation where there is no ideal solution, this 
proposal has merit. 
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VHF channel 4%. ABC would endorse this proposal but we 
understand and the space between channels 4 and 5 will not be avail- 
able for new uses until 1963. That is too far in the future to merit 
consideration at this time. 

(4) Directional antennas. These proposals also look to a partial 
solution of the UHF trouble areas through the squeezing in of a few 
additional VHF stations. If through a combination of directionaliza- 
tion and less than maximum permissible power additional VHF chan- 
nels can be provided in key markets, it would go a long way to solv- 
ng the competitive problem of ABC. However, alone it does not 
provide an overall solution to the problem. Its primary merit, in 
our opinion, rests in its use in combiantion with the proposal to obtain 
three more VHF channels by utilizing the FM band. 

(5) Reallocation of VHF educational channels: the concept be- 
hind the initial reservation of a reasonable number of stations for 
educational broadcasting was commendable, but perhaps the time 
has come to take a more practical approach to a problem to which, as 
we have said, there is no ideal solution. 

We cannot escape the fact that the spectrum is crowded and will 
become more so. ‘This fact poses the question of whether it is in the 
public interest to continue to reserve precious VHF channels for an 
uncertain future use at the expense of depriving the public of their 
immediate utilization for the excellent television service now avail- 
able. 

The concept of educational television must be weighed against the 
practicalities of the present situation. Of the 88 VHF channels 
reserved for educational television, only a handful have been sought 
by educators. 

The report of the New York State Commission on Educational Tele- 
vision shows that there is serious question whether noncommercial 
educational television is feasible. We believe that the interests of 
educational television would better be served by making additional 
time available for educational programs on commercial stations. 

I might add again referring to the 29 markets in the top hundred, 
to which are allocated only 2 VHF stations, that this use of presently 
unused VHF educational channels would solve and permit a third 
VHF station in 10 of these 29 markets, and certainly through possible 
relaxation of the Commission’s present inflexible rules and with 
directionalization probably virtually every one of these problems 
could be solved. 

ABC’s recommendations: 

ABC recommends, therefore: 

That the excise tax on all channel receivers and tuners be abolished. 

That the FCC adopt revisions of its multiple ownership rules to 
permit multiple VHF owners to acquire UHF stations; 

That boosters and satellites be authorized; and that a freeze not 
be imposed. 

With respect to the more fundamental question of whether any of 
the revised allocation proposals should be adopted, we believe that, 
in the last analysis, the answer must depend upon the definition given 
the concept of a truly national, totally competitive television service. 

If, as a matter of policy, it is determined that only two program 
services are necessary to meet this definition, then the present alloca- 
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tion of VHF channels will provide such service, with no important 
exceptions. 

Should this definition of totally competitive be adopted, it would 
strengthen the position of NBC and CBS and might mean the rapid 
elimination of UHF. 

This, of course, is not the answer. 

The second possible policy determination of what would constitute 
a national competitive television service would be a plan which would 
permit three fully competitive broadcast services. Such a system 
would require revisions in the present allocation plan. 

The addition of relatively few VHF channuels would make such a 
concept practical. These channels could be obtained through use of 
that part of the VIF spectrum between channel 6 and channel 7 pres- 
ently assigned to I'M broadcast, plus the possible use of educational 
VHF reservations. 

The conversion to the new channels would be relatively simple com- 
pared to the UHF conversion problem, and would have the advantage 
of an absolute long-range parity once the conversion is accomplished. 

Some relief could be obtained even within the limits of the existing 
12 VHF channels by utilizing more flexible allocation rules, includ- 
ing the use of directional antennas and, in some cases, lower power. 

I may be wrong, Senator, but it is my understanding that it is the 
application of completely inflexible and arbitrary allocation rules that 
create the proposals to put up television stations in phantom towns 
such as were referred to yesterday. 

Obviously, the plan is to bring the third VHF station to Norfolk. 
The arbitrary ~— exact mileage limitation won't let them bring it 
any closer to Norfolk than Princess Anne, which is close enough; but 
if there were a slight modification of that rule, it would be a Norfolk 
station, which is their plan, which I think is perfectly proper. 

Senator Porrer. These policy decisions that you have mentioned 
here—would they provide a nationwide competitive system that the 
FCC has recommended ? 

Mr. Jauncke. It depends on the definition. It would certainly pro- 
vide three services; yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrr. Would it also be nationwide? 

Mr. J AHNCKE. Yes, sir. 

Senator, just in passing, one point: Obviously, if you solve the 
problem in the congested northeastern area of the country, where large 
metropolitan areas are very close together, automatically that solves it 
in the rest of the country where distances are greater, with very few 
exceptions. 

That is the problem. You solve the Northeast and you have got in 
most cases more than enough for the rest of the country. 

A third definition of a nationwide competitive television system 
would be one that requires four or more national program services. 
Theoretically, such a concept could best be realized by : 

(a) The addition of many more VHF channels so that we might 
have an all-VHF system; or 

(6) The shift of all television to DHF. 

To obtain sufficient VHF channels, we think the entire portion of 
the spectrum between channels 6 and 7—88 to 174 megacycles—now 
employed by other important services, would have to be utilized. 
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While such reallocation would create 14 additional VHF channels, 
the attendant disruption of the other services presently using this 
spectrum space appears to render this plan impractical. 

The alternative of moving all of television to UHF also has sub- 
stantial practical difficulties vand because of its expense to the public 
and VHF broadcasters, it should be adopted only if it appears that 
no other solution will work. 

ABC believes that it is too early to conclude that it is necessary to 
abandon as unworkable our present allocation concept of using both 
VHF and UHF stations. 

If I may refer back to the analogy of the filling station, before we 
moved the road away, perhaps we might be able to find a solution by 
just widening the road, providing one more lane on the road presently 
in front of the filling station. 

ABC is aware that UHF television is in a critical position and that 
the patient may die while the doctors are debating what to prescribe. 
It also recognizes that while there have been many general proposals 
made to this committee, there is not before it definitive evidence on 
whether it might be possible to devise modifications of the pres- 
ent plan which would minimize VHF-UHF intermixture in UHF 
trouble areas without at the same time weakening UHF to the point 
that the revisions would do more harm than good. The FCC has 
personnel qualified to investigate these matters. 

ABC, therefore, rec ommends that this committee request the Com- 
mission to prepare as soon as possible a report on a revised plan uti- 
lizing both VHF and UHF but reallocating to cure UHF trouble 
areas, such as Dayton and Louisville, in intermixed markets to the 
extent possible without impairing the long-range development of a 
national competitive television service. 

Senator Porrer. Do I understand your suggestion there is that the 
Commission might look over their present allocation of channels that 
haven’t been picked up as yet ? 

Is that what you mean? Or channels for which licenses have been 
turned back ? 

Mr. Jauncke. Look over their present allocation, with the thought, 
by modifying their present inflexible standards, to permit perhaps less 
than the present separation stands, distances between two stations on 
the same channel, through the use of directionalization and lower 
power, perhaps a VHF channel to solve a problem in a market such 
as Dayton. 

Senator, as a practical matter how are you going to solve the prob- 
lem of providing a third service to places like Dayton and Louisville? 

UHF has tried and failed there. 

Whether rightly or wrongly, this is just a present fact. I am not 
editorializing. 

How do we get our present programs into those markets ? 

[ think the solution there, where the odds seem to be against UHF, 
is to try by substituting VHF for UHF in those trouble areas. 

We think if that is done in a few of the key markets it will go a long 
way toward solving the problem. 

At the same time we recognize you shouldn’t go too far because if 
you substitute all VHF you are simply destroying UHF, because 
UHF has to be solved in some of the big markets for it to be able to 
remain as a byproduct in the smalle r markets. 
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There I might go back to the multiple-ownership proposals. No- 
body will say any multiple owner would say where they would buy or 
acquire a UHF station, if so permitted, but I think it is obvious and 
traditional that the multiple owners and the networks, a special type 
of multiple owners, would normally seek to acquire those UHF sta- 
tions in the larger markets. 

This is where the importance of owning a station, as far as the 
network is concerned, applies; and, obviously, without mentioning 
any one market, if you have the 4 networks buying and acquiring 
ownership of an operation, with their programing of UHF stations 
in, say, the top 10, 15, or 20 markets of the country, you have really 
struck a blow for UHF, because those are the networks and organiza- 
tions that are in the best position to give UHF the greatest support. 
If you support UHF in markets that big, it certainly will auto- 
matically solve it in the smaller markets as a byproduct; but, coupled 
with that, I think a realistic revision of the Commission’s present 
standards to solve problems, such as Dayton and Louisville, certainly 
are indicated and would go a long way to improving the television 
service and the choice of services available to the public in those prob- 
lem areas. 

Senator Porrer. You think in some areas, such as you have men- 
tioned, they could squeeze in another VHF, I assume, probably with 
low power and directionalizing it ? 

Mr. Jaunckn. Yes, sir. 

This, I understand, is quite practical, although I can’t comment 
on it from an engineering point of view, sir. 

In approaching such a reallocation we recommend that the Com- 
mission abandon the rigid and inflexible concepts on which the pres- 
ent VHF plan is based, so that channels may be moved or applied for 
as they are in AM broadcasting. In addition, so that the information 
nefore the committee will be complete, we suggest that the Commission 
should also be requested to report on whether additional VHF chan- 
nels can be obtained and whether an all UHF allocation plan would 
be technically feasible. 

The proposals made above are designed to speed the difficult period 
of transition during which competitive facilities will become avail- 
able. When that oceurs, ABC will take its competitive chances in the 
market place of public good will with full confidence in its ability 
to originate and develop a television service second to none. ABC 
believes that it has a television program service comparable in quality 
to those of its competitors and desires only a fair opportunity to 
demonstrate that fact. 

In conclusion, ABC again desires to point out that it is now an 
independent network because of the FCC’s recognition 13 years ago 
that the public interest would not be served by concentration of radio 
stations under the dominance and control of a single network organi- 
zation. 

For reasons unrelated to the merits of its television service, ABC 
finds itself handicapped due to the lack of competitive television 
outlets. 

The competitive advantages enjoyed by NBC and CBS are basically 
attributed to denial of fair opportunity for access to the market, 
rather than to the superiority of their program offerings. 
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We can’t get our programs into a market that we are not even 

idged; we are not even in the game. 

This committee, therefore, is faced with an extraordinary decision 
f policy, for determinations reached now in the present period of 
television development will determine the availability and quality 
of competitive service in the future. 

There may be those who will oppose any remedial action by this 
committee or by the Federal Communications Commission on the 
cround that it might deprive those who were first in the field of the 
fruits of their resourcefulness and labors. 

The fruits currently enjoyed in limited facilities communities are 
not as much the result of individual initiative or superior ability as 
they are of VHF channel scarcities and the artificial freeze imposed 
between 1948 and 1952. 

It is one thing to be the first in the field where competitors are free 
to follow. It is another thing to enjoy a clear field because com- 
petitors are enjoined from pursuit. 

Senator Porrer. You have presented an excellent statement, and 
there are bound to be many questions that I think the committee will 
like to consider. 

[ believe you stated that you favored the multiple-ownership rule? 

Mr. Jaunoke. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. And did you suggest that the multiple owner go 
into only the big market, the big city mixed market area ? 

Mr. Jauncke. I suggested that no arbitrary limitation or rule be 
laid down, but that obviously the bigger the market such a multiple 
owner went into, to acquire his UHF ownership, the more it would 
help UHF; and I think it is probable that the entrance of the multiple 
»wners into UHF ownership beyond their VHF ownership would be 
n the larger markets and certainly in mixed markets. 

Senator Porrer. I have been requested here to ask you a few ques- 
tions. I haven’t had a chance to read them myself. 

On page 26 you say there should be three networks and to get them 
you must reduce intermixture by reallocation and an addition of 
channel 614. Will you accept the new channel for ABC? 

Are they receivers for it? 

Mr. Jaunoxe. At the very bottom of that same page, Senator, I 
point out conversion to the new channels would be relatively simple 
compared to the UHF conversion problem. ' 

The addition of a channel 614 or 614 would present an additional 
onversion problem. Not one television set in the entire country 
could tune it in at the moment. 

In my opinion, the conversion to enable a television set to receive 
that channel would be relatively simple compared to the conversion 
necessary to receive a UHF signal; and once accomplished, that sta- 
tion would have a complete parity with other VHF stations. 

You have heard testimony regarding the propagation characteristics 
of the various channels all the way from 2 to 838. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr, Janncxe. And the shadow problems faced, particularly in the 
upper part of the UHF spectrum. 

All of that would be solved, and when the conversion problem is 
completed you could look forward to an absolute one class of stations 
n these trouble markets. 
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Senator Porrer. It would be a regular VHF station ¢ 

Mr. Janneke. Sir? 

Senator Porrer. It would be a regular VHF operation ¢ 

Mr. Jauncxe. That is correct; ultimately. 

The other part of that question, Senator: Would ABC affiliate 
such a station? 

What is our choice at the moment ? 

Certainly we would. 

Senator Porrer. On page 23 you say put color only on UHF. 
Wouldn't that require operation of two transmitters in all large cities 4 

Mr. JanNcKE. Yes; it would. 

This is not a recommendation of ABC’s. This is pointing out 
certain possibilities. 

Certainly you start with the point that if you are going to consider 
a transfer of all television to UHF, it just seems ASasival to put out 
the fire in color before it starts. 

That is the first point. 

Senator Porrer. If I recall your statement, you suggested it might 
be desir able to put color in for 3 or 5 years, limited color to UHF 
for 3 or 5 years; is that correct ? 

Mr. JAHNCKE. That is correct, sir. 

The thought back of that idea is not to transfer television to UHF, 
but if color is going to come with such a mad rush and be so exciting, 
as I am convinced it will be, and every color set automatically is an 
all-channel tuner, you have gone a long way to solving the UHF 
problem, which ultimately gets back to an all-channel tuner. 

Senator Porrer. The second part of this question, referring to the 
two transmitters, says: “If so, why would two transmitters for transi- 
tion to UHF be so burdensome?” 

Mr. Jauncxe. I think, under this idea of putting up a UHF trans- 
mitter for color only, it would be burdensome to the same degree if 
you were switching ultimately and in a transition period. 

It might be possible on some antenna sets. Certainly it would 
be a problem, but it would promote the distribution of all-channe! 
tuners, and that is the thought back of it. 

Senator Porrrer. Then another question that was submitted to me: 
On page 20—would you confine boosters or directional antennas to the 
use so as to enable them to give wider and equal coverage? 

Mr. Jaunnceker. Again, Senator, I am not an engineer, but I certainly 
would not put any flat limitations on the use of boosters as satellites. 
I would suggest again the FCC consider that on a case-by-case basis, 
whether VHF or UHF, to accomplish the job. 

If a VHF station has a blind spot or a shadow area, certainly it 
should be permitted for VHF as well as UHF. 

Both the boosters and satellites are designed to extend coverage. 
They don’t contribute to conversion, which is the UHF problem. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Bowrrna. I have no questions. 

Senator Porrer. I wish to thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Midlen. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MIDLEN, REPRESENTING TELEVISION 
STATION WTVR, RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Mipten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might have just a minute to make a submission, 
| have here the original copy of the history of television station 
WTVR, Richmond, Va. I would like to submit that and request that 
it be incorporated in the hearing record in this proceeding. (Various 
exhibits are in the official files of committee. ) 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, it will be so ordered. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


In re hearing on problems concerning the status and development of UHF TV 
channels 


THE HISTORY OF TELEVISION STATION WTVR, RICHMOND, VA.— 
JUNE 18, 1954 


Havens & Martin, INc., 
Richmond 20, Va. 
Criry oF RIicHMOND, 
State of Virginia, ss: 

Wilbur M. Havens, being first duly sworn on oath according to law, deposes and 
says that he is president of Havens & Martin, Inc., licensee of Television Broad- 
cast Station WTVR, Richmond, Va., and is general manager of station WTVR; 
that the following parts I to V, inclusive with related exhibits have been pre- 
pared by him or under his supervision and direction, and that the facts stated 
therein are true to the best of his knowledge, information and belief. 


Wisur M. Havens. 
Subscribed ahd sworn to before me this 14th day of June 1954. 


[SEAL] KATHERINE H. GERMAIN, 
Notary Public. 
My commission expires on June 22, 1957. 


Part I.—Earty WTVR History 


On March 11, 1944, Havens & Martin, Inc., owners and operators of AM Sta- 
tion WMBG, Richmond, Va., filed an application with the Federal Communiea- 
tions Commission for a television station at Richmond. At the same time an 
application was also filed for a construction permit for a frequency modulation 
station. 

Two days later the company ran a full-page advertisement (exhibit 1) in the 
Richmond News Leader headed “WMBG’'s Answer to ‘What About Television.’ ” 
That same night Mr. Wilbur M. Havens, president of Havens & Martin, Inc., 
stated in a 15-minute broadcast that: “Of all the postwar developments promised 
by the progress of the art and science of radio, television presents the greatest 
pportunity” (exhibit 2). 


ExHrsit 2 


EXCERPTS FROM WMBG RADIO PROGRAM MAROH 6, 1944 

Mr. Havens 

The No. 1 job for American business at present is to cooperate wholeheartedly 
in the winning of the war. Nothing can be permitted to obstruct that end. 
When this war ends, we will find ourselves in a new world, tilled with many 
reat inventions for the comfort, pleasure, and enlightenment of all mankind. 
Our interest this evening is confined to Virginia and Richmond. My announce 
ment is directed particularly to those who are in the service area of this radio 
station. It is evidence of what the postwar era promises for you and your 
radio. The WMBG Planning Board has investigated all phases of postwar radio 
broadcasting. Many new and novel innovations have been thoroughly studied, 
ucluding television, frequency modulation and facsimile. Of all the postwar 
evelopments promised by the progress of the art and science of radio, television 
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presents the greatest opportunity. The addition of sight to sound in radio is as 
revolutionary as was the addition of sound to sight on the motion picture screen. 
Television will open a new era of broadcasting entertainment, information, and 
education to the home. Furthermore, it will be a development of great economic 
and social significance to labor, industry, and Government. 

Television can be discussed now only as a postwar development. And even as 
a post-war development, television services will face many technical and eco- 
nomic problems. Time will be required for their solution, and for the full real- 
ization of the vast possibilities of sight-and-sound broadcasting. Millions of 
dollars already have been invested in the foundation now laid for postwar 
television. 

You will see your radio programs as well as hear them when the war is over. 

I cannot conclude with the mere announcement that you of Virginia and Rich- 
mond will have television, for there is something even greater in store for you. 
I have just returned from a 4-day stay in New York where the entire planning 
board of WMBG and myself held conference with Mr. Niles Trammell, president 
of the National Broadcasting Co. and many of his officers and engineers. We 
have been assured that in the immediate postwar era, the National Broadcasting 
Co. will deliver sight and sound television programs of the world’s best entertain 
ment, sport events and educational features to you here in Virginia and Richmond 
through the medium of WMBG’s television transmitter. Because of its extensive 
coverage and accepted type of highly developed program service there is no fore 
seeble period when sound broadcasting will become unnecessary. Therefore, 
WMBG will continue to maintain its sound broadcasting services at the highest 
peak of technical entertainment and educational excellence. 

Television, bringing sight as well as sound to the many services of mass com- 
munication, adds a new dimension to radio. In conclusion I promise you the 
best in radio television of the future even as WMRBG listeners are receiving 
the best in radio today. 

Mr. Wood 

The technique of television broadcasting will be entirely different from that 
of the present day broadcasting. The studios will be larger, more spacious, and 
equipped with high-intensity liquid-cooled mercury are lighting. The current 
consumed by this lighting will more than exceed that consumed by the trans- 
mitter. The studios will be equipped with dressing and makeup rooms. There 
will be also a carpenter’s shop to construct Scenery and sets. 

The personnel required to produce a television show will far exceed the num- 
ber of persons required now for a sound show. It will take from two to five 
cameras on each production and each of these will be manned by an engineer. 
These cameras will be faded in and out by another engineer working with pro- 
duction men in a large control booth. 

Important news, sports, and entertainment features in other cities will be 
brought to you by television network connections. 

An eastern network will extend from Boston to Richmond, with stations 
located at such intervening points as Worcester, Providence, Hartford, Schenec- 
tady, New York, Philadelphia, Wilmington, Baltimore, and Washington. A Mid- 
west network will develop with Chicago as its hub, and a Pacific Coast network 
at the great talent center of Hollywood. The regional networks will stretch out 
over wider areas and will themselves become linked together. 

Television networks have been in operation for some time by America’s No. 1 
network—the National Broadcasting Co. 

Networking will be accomplished through the use of coaxial cable, radio relay, 
or a combination of both. 

I was asked to mention the receivers you will use in your home. The prewar 
receivers used small screens; however, when the war is over larger screens will 
be used by projecting the images with plastic lens on plastic screens. The prices 
should start at $100. The picture will be very clear and with surprising detail. 
The sound receiver will be built in and a part of the sight receiver. The movement 
of the artist and the sound will be perfectly synchronized. 
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Today, we only hear those programs. Tomorrow, we will see them as well 
hear them. 
That is the promise of television and WMBG, 


Vr. Mitchell 


With his usual modesty, Mr. Havens has just announced the coming of tele- 
ision to Richmond, an historic event. But, he didn’t tell you of the financial 
ind material gamble this decision will require of him. Why? Well, believe it 
| r not, oldtimers in the radio business place financial gain second to successfully 

riving the people what they want. Radio, to those who have been in the busi- 
ess for 20 years, is something living. It was born and reared only because 
hose who first made contact with it were determined it would live and that it 
vould add to the pleasures and education of the masses. That little baby— 
radio—had a tough time making the grade. There were many times when its 
oice was almost silenced by those who thought more of their own selfish in- 
terests than the joy and happiness of the masses. Radio, therefore, became a 
hallenge. Those who toiled and sweat, and sacrificed not of financial gain, their 
ippermost thought was to keep their baby—radio—alive. 

The March 1944, issue of the WMBG Transmitter—the company’s house 

gan—was devoted completely to television, pointing out TV is here, it is not 
1 postwar experiment (exhibit 3). 


(Exhibits 3-23 and parts II-IV are on file with the committee. ) 
The NBC program schedule (exhibit 24) is reasonably typical of the network 


programing available for fhis period. From this it can be seen that NBC’s New 
York station carried no programs 5 days out of 7. 
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The six original companies operating television stations in Boston, Schenectady, 
New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, and Richmond were invited to 
meet with Mr. Niles Trammell, then the president of NBC, in his office in New 
York on September 3, 1948, to discuss a TV network and a contract for 1949. 

Qn that date representatives of NBC, Westinghouse, General Electric, Philco, 
Hearst newspapers, and Havens & Martin, Inc., met with Mr. Trammell and were 
uformed that if we wanted a regularly scheduled program service, ali of us 
would have to pay for it. It was unanimously decided that we would have a 
minimum of 4 hours per day of network programing or 28 hours per week, and 

ich station would program itself locally from 6 to 7:30 p. m., each night at 
its own expense with the network service starting on a regular basis January 
1, 149. A quota system was developed for payment of the network with the 
individual stations being assigned units for a total of 617 units, which was later 
revised to 525. WTVR'’s share of the cost was 34/525. 

Havens & Martin, Inc., signed the first NBC connected affiliated contract as 
s shown here by exhibit 25. 

By June 1949 the network was extended to Lancaster, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, 
loledo, and Chicago where 4 or 5 other stations were already connected. This 
rought the NBC network up to 16 television stations. 

Before the end of 1949, CBS and ABC sought allocation of time on the coaxial 
able, and as there was only one cable at that time the result was the A. T. and 
l. allocation of this facility to the various networks. Each allocation of time 
brought with it program problems for Station WTVR—namely, if the cable 
was shifted from the network for which Station WTVR was carrying the pro- 
grain and the network which received the cable facilities for that time did not 
supply Station WTVR with its program, the station was left without a network 
program service and had to fill in with a local origination, frequently with little 
or no advance notice. 

By the end of 1949 Station WTVR was carrying 5 hours per week of CBS 
programing and 1 hours a week of ABC programing from which the station re- 
ceived its only network compensation during 1949. This means that during 
1949 Station WTVR did not receive one penny from the NBC—TV network which 
supplied most of its network television programs. 


Part V.—CLOSING STATEMENT OF Mr. WriBuR M. HAVENS 
A, PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


In the last several years a number of persons, including many postfreeze 
television station applicants, seem to have had the belief that a television station 
construction permit was an automatic key to the road to riches irrespective of 
how little work or time might be spent thereafter on such television station. 
Obviously such believers have forgotten or were never acquainted with the early 
vicissitudes and enormous business risks facing the 108 VHF pioneer television 
stations during the first several years of operation of these stations. Television 
station WTVR, which is authorized to operate on VHF channel No. 6 at Rich- 
mond, Va., feels that the long-range planning, lengthy hours, hard work, resource- 
fulness, and general public service that were required and still are required in 
the operation of station WTVR are not materially unlike the case histories 
of many other pioneer VHF stations. The foregoing recounting of some of the 
significant aspects of the construction and operation of station WTVR to date, 
in our opinion, illustrates that the problems of present UHF operators for the 
most part are no greater—and in many instances considerably less—than those 
faced by the pioneer VHF operators in the early days. In view of the testimony 
leveloped in this hearing by certain UHF operators and the somewhat radical 
proposals offered by some as a suggested stimulant or cure-all for UHF oper- 
itions, we believe that this presentation of the significant aspects of the WTVR 
construction and operation serves to develop the other side of the story, and will 
assist this Senate subcommittee in its study of the UHF situation. For the 
convenience of the subcommittee in the following paragraphs there is summarized 
the WTVR history as set forth in the foregoing parts I to IV, inclusive, and the 
position of WTVR in this matter. 


B. SUMMARIZATION OF HISTORY OF WTVEK 


1. Barly WTVR history 

The planning for television by the owners of station WTVR was not a spur- 
of-the-moment or overnight reflection, but commenced as early as 1936. Then 
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on March 5, 1944, Havens & Martin. Inc., filed an application with the Federal 
Communications Commission for a television station construction permit. The 
application for such construction permit was granted by the Commission on May 
16, 1946, at a time when many were refraining from filing television applications 
or dismissing those on file. In addition, a considerable number of television 
station construction permits in those early days were surrendered by the 
grantees. Many of this group that ran away in the early days of television 
subsequently re-entered the picture as UHF operators, and presumably some 
are now complaining before this subcommittee concerning the position of UHI 
television service. 

Construction of station WI'VR was started promptly following the issuance 
of the construction permit therefor, and the station was completed in April 
1948. In those days relatively little manufactured equipment was available, and 
much of the studio equipment and the antenna was built in the basement of my 
home where I have a modern hobby machine shop. 

The television projectors were purchased at an Army auction, and they were 
redesigned and converted by the station’s engineering staff from 24 frames to 
30 frames per second. In addition, the WIVR engineering staff constructed 
certain other equipment at the studio and transmitter including visual and 
aural antennas, the camera equipment, and a microwave unit. 

All of these technical obstacles, however, were overcome and station WTVR 
presented its dedicatory program on April 22, 1948. 

g. Initial WTVR ope rational proble ns 

While the station commenced operation in April 1948, it was not until June 
of that year that the coaxial cable to our studios was installed so that until 
that time there was no live network programing. In those early days the 
National Broadcasting Co. was the only network offering any television program 
service, and that offered amounted to only a few programs per week. 

As a result of negotiations between NBC and 6 original television permittees 
in Boston, Schenectady, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, and 
Richmond, a regularly scheduled network program service was developed con- 
sisting of a minimum of 4 hours per day. A quota system was set up for pay- 
ment of this network with units allocated to each of the six stations, and Havens 
& Martin, Inc., signed the first NBC television connected affiliation contract. 

Later in 1949 Columbia Broadcasting System and American Broadcasting Co. 
presented network programing over the coaxial cable under an allocation of the 
facility to the 4 television networks, as there was only 1 cable at that time. This 
resulted in programing problems for station WTVR as when the cable was 
shifted from the network for which our station was carrying the program and 
the network which received the cable did not supply its program to WTVR, we 
then had no network service for that period, and had to fill in with local pro- 
graming, frequently with little or no advance notice. 

By the end of 1949 station WTVR carried 5 hours a week of CBS television 
programing and 1 hour a week of ABC television programing from which the 
station received its only network compensation during that year. 
$. Commercial obstacles to initial WT'VR operation 

In early January 1948 there were no known television receiving sets in Rich- 
mond, and six model 630TS television receivers were obtained from RCA as 
a result of a special trip to its Camden offices. Six more of these RCA receiving 
sets were received about a month later, and these were the only receivers known 
to be in Richmond at that time. 

It was recognized that dealer education meetings were necessary prior to the 
commencement of the operation of station WTVR and a number of such meetings 
were held in the WTVR auditorium studio. By the WTVR commenced 
operation on April 22, 1948, Richmond dealers had sold 1,000 receiving sets; in 
January 1949, the number of television sets in Richmond had increased to 5,606 
and a year later WTVR had 15,549 sets in its service area. 

In the early days there was considerable sales resistance from the local 
businessmen to television advertising, and national spot business was almost non- 
existent. It was not until late 1249 and early 1950 that the interest of nationai 
spot advertisers began to increase appreciably, and the same was true for local 
advertisers in the Richmond area. In 1948 and 1949 as a result of the pro- 
graming and other operational costs and the relatively small amount of revenue 
received station WTVR operated at a heavy financial loss. 
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Present WTVR facilities and operation 

After WTVR went on the air, the studio building at 3301 West Broad Street, 
Richmond, Va., was enlarged and redesigned to house the most modern studios 
ind equipment obtainable. After that followed our most remendous under- 
taking—the building of the new television transmitter plant adjacent to those 
studios and in the heart of the Richmond business district together with the 
onstruction of the tallest self-supporting structure of its kind in the country. 
Station WTVR is now authorized to operate with an antenna 1,049 feet above sea 
level and 844 feet above ground, and having an effective radiated power of 
100 kilowatts. 

From 21 hours of operation a week in April 1948, the WIT'VR program schedule 
has been extended to the present operating hours of 7 a. m., to midnight daily for 
. total of 119 hours a week. This program schedule was built from night to day 
rather than from morning to night by a program at a time. Moreover, such 119 
hours a week programing are being presented despite the fact that the maximum 
requirement of operation for a television station under the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission’s rules is 28 hours a week. 

The important thing to remember, however, is that this development did not 
ome overnight. It was preceded by 12 years of long-range planning before tele- 

sion operations began, approximately 2 years in constructing the original 
WTVRK facilities, and then after the station began operating there were long 
hours, hard work, the necessity to overcome countless difficult problems of 
arying naturesanud heavy economic losses in 1948 and 1949. 


C. SUGGESTIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE FINEST NATIONWIDE 
TELEVISION SERVICE 


The television broadcasting industry relatively speaking is still in its infancy, 
and as it grows and prospers the individual stations are benefited accordingly. 
lhe ownership of station WTVR is interested, consequently, in seeing developed 
the very finest local and nationwide television service. 

As more and more television receiving sets capable af tuning in all VHF 
and UHR channels are manufactured and sold to the public, the need for set 
conversions for UHF will be lessened and the position of the UHF broadcaster 
will be improved. Because strips and tuners to make possible UHF reception 
ire readily available at this time the plight of the present UHF broadcaster 
commencing operation is not nearly so dire as was that of WTVR in April 1948 
when there was only a smattering of any television sets in the hands of the pub 
lic in the Richmond area. 

As did WTVR, it is incumbent upon UHF stations to cooperate fully with 
the local distributors and dealers for the sale, installation, and servicing of 
sets with UHF characteristics to stimulate such dealer interest for UHF sales 
and conversion. 

Moreover, by the presentation of detailed and accurate economic data con- 
cerning the individual station’s service area to networks and agencies, there 
is enhanced the obtaining of a representative share of the desirable commercial 
television programs. Lastly, by presenting a type of programing which is dif- 
ferent or superior to other programing and reception in the area, a UHF sta- 
tion may build a UHF audience thereby not only rendering a public service but 
achieving a successful economic operation. 


D. ARBITRARY CURTAILMENT OF VIF SERVICE CAN ONLY RESULT IN HARM 
tO THE PUBLIC 


Havens & Martin, Inc., has just completed the construction of the new 
WTVR 100-kilowatt facilities, pursuant to a construction permit from the FCC, 
and has pending before the Federal Communications Commission an application 
for license for these new facilities. To place an artificial freeze on the issuance 
of a license under such circumstances would constitute a gross breach of good 
faith 

Likewise, the suggested modification of the television allocation plan to elim- 
nate all VHF channels in favor of UHF channels would mean obsoleting mil- 
lions of dollars worth of transmitting and receiving equipment without any 
cogent reason, and it is inconceivable that the American public would passively 
iolerate such a situation. Not only would it be a criminal waste of equipment 
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and the financial investment in such equipment, but it would represent a waste 
of valuable spectrum facilities by reason of the greater coverage areas inherent 





to VHF propagation. Also, the suggestion by some that intermixture of UHF : ] 
and VHF stations in the same area be eliminated so that the country would con- | ; 
sist of a conglomeration of individual VHF and UHF areas would result in { ‘ 
chaotic confusion, and with the widespread manufacture of all-channel receiving { 

sets would be completely needless. 

There has also been presented to this subcommittee proposals which would re- ; 
sult in the forced allocation of station time to and affiliation with national tele- : 
vision networks, irrespective of the desires of the individual station and its re- < 
sponsibility as a licensee to serve the public interest in the manner it deems best. 
Not only would this infringe the freedom to contract, but would result in the j 
concentration cf control of the television broadcasting industry in the hands of a 
small group of television network organizations. Moreover, if allocated as 
suggested there is no guaranty that such networks would aetually use the time. { 
One network might want the time and would use it, while the network with $ 
the time would not use it. The result would be a loss of service to the public. 

E. CONCLUSION | 


From my experience in the construction and operation of television station 
WTVR in Richmond, Va., since 1948 there is no substitute, in my opinion, for 
any television station—be it UHF or VHF—for capable management, willing- ) 
ness to work, adequate technical facilities, and good programing. The so-called 
station pioneers of today that have recently commenced or are now commencing 
operation may face some competitive aspects not presented to the early pioneers, 
but they are not faced with the obstacles of scarcity of manufactured equipment, 
no receiving sets, and relatively few programing sources. If these 1954 tele- | 
vision pioneers will count their blessings and go to work as is necessary to | 
achieve success in almost any business, there is no reason why in this land of free | 
enterprise they should not receive the same rewards as their predecessors in the 
industry. 

Mr. Mipten. WTVR is one of the original 108 VHF stations, and | 
we feel this presentation of the early obstacles of construction and 
operation will help to present the other side of the story for the 
VHF stations. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. It will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Mipten. I might also add if there is any question or additional | 
testimony required Mr. Wilbur Havens, the president of the licensee 
corporation, will be only too happy to attend. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Frank Stanton, president of Columbia 
Broadcasting System. 

We welcome you to the committee. 

I know that you probably have heard or been informed of much of 
the testimony that has taken place not only this week but about 2 
weeks ago, and we are looking forward to hearing your statement. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK STANTON, PRESIDENT, COLUMBIA 
BROADCASTING SYSTEM, INC. 


Mr. Stanton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have read 
and kept in touch with the developments and hope that I am up to 
date. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Frank 
Stanton. I am president of Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 
which, through its television division, is engaged in “both television 
networking and operation of the three television stations which CBS 
owns in New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles. 
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Present with me to my left today is Mr. J. L. Van Volkenburg, 
president of CBS Television, and slightly to my left and rear is Mr. 
William B. Lodge, vice president in charge of engineering of that 
divsion of our company. 

As I understand it, these proceedings before this subcommittee are 
concerned primarily with the problems relating to the status and de- 
velopment of the UHF channels. Partly because UHF problems bear 
directly on it, and partly for reasons only remotely or indirectly re- 
lated to UHF, problems and issues concerning television networking 
have also loomed large in the testimony before ‘this subcommittee. 

We are of course vits ally interested in both these problems—UHF 
and television networking. We are grateful for the opportunity to 
appear before you. We are prepared to try to answer the questions 
you may have in your search for a solution to the perplexing problems 
before you, 

We recognize the immense importance of these hearings, and we 
recognize too that the results of these hearings may shape, for good 
wr for ill, the pattern of television for many, many years tocome, The 
success of our business and the question, in my opinion, of whether we 
are going to have a nationwide live network television service, de- 
pend upon the sensible solution of many of the problems which have 
been laid before you—a solution which helps all segments of television 
broadcasting and which does not, for the temporary benefit of a few 
broadcasters, tear down the entire temple. 

It is your duty to see that as much of the public as possible has 
the widest possible choice of television services. It is our business to 
try to deliver the best possible programs to the most homes possible. 
We want UHF to succeed; we want station facilities to be available 
so that nationwide competitive networks can have full opportunity 
to reach the public. 

Thus, I believe the objectives of this subcommittee and of CBS 
Television are the same, 

But the issues are complex; the proposed solutions are many; the 
public stakes in correct solutions are enormous; and the dangers of 
hasty and superficially attractive solutions are very great. T shall 
deal with these problems as briefly as I can, but the importance of these 
problems—to us, to the thousands of people who work for us, and to 
all the public—is so great that I wish to deal with them compre- 
hensively. For the sake of convenience and clarity, I would like to 
divide my testmony into two parts—the first relating to UHF, and 
the second dealing with networking, not only as it bears on the UHF 
problems but also as it bears on some ‘of the other proposals which have 
been suggested here and which I believe have only an indirect rela- 
tionship to UHF and yet have been presented because of it. 

I. At the outset I want to say as forcefully as I can that CBS Tele- 
vision is for UHF and wants UHF to succeed. We are for its rapid, 
healthy, and profitable development. That is more than lip service— 
our record establishes that we have long acted consistently with that 
position. 

I should like to point out that in the 1950-52 hearings, which re- 
sulted in the present television allocations, along with others in the 
industry we advocated nonintermixture, urging that UHF be assigned 
exclusively to some of the markets and the VHF channels exclusively 



















































972 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


to the others. Recognizing the need for UHF to provide sufficient 
channel assignments for maximum nationwide television service, but 
at the same time foreseeing the difficulties which now face UHF sta- 
tions and indeed are responsible for these hearings today, we expressed 
the opinion that it would not be wise to assign both types of frequencies 
to the same market. We felt then that in general it placed too great 
a burden on UHF stations to require them to compete with VHF 
stations in the same markets. 

This concept of nonintermixture, however, was not the unanimous 
opinion of the industry or of engineers and, as you know, the Com- 
mission for reasons which it set out in its allocations decision decided 
that intermixture was desirable. 

It is unnecessary for me to dwell at any great length on the present 
status of UHF and the plight in which some of the UHF station 
operators now find themselves. They have already painted their own 
pictures quite vividly to this subcommittee. 

I do think, however, that it might be useful, without in any way 
belittling the unhappy state in which some of them find themselves, 
for me to provide a more comprehensive frame of reference. Perhaps 
in this way I can pinpoint more accurately just what the difficulties 
of some of them UHF stations are and, having isolated those diffi- 
culties, point to cures which would Belisve the patient’s headache by 
means short of chopping off his head. 

First, there can be no question, as to the testimony of previous wit- 
nesses have established, that a number of UHF station operators have 
lost and are losing money. But, if we put aside the emotion which 
seems to have impregnated this whole issue, this is not in itself enough 
to warrant Government intervention. I think all will agree that one 
of the hard but inescapable facts of free competitive enterprise is that 
there can be no guaranty of profits. There has unfortunately been a 
measure of perhaps unconscious expectation on the part of some 
broadcasters that all one has to do is press the button of a television 
station, no matter where, no matter by whom, and no matter in what 
circumstances, and by the next day the profits should flow in. 

This is not the way it works in the automobile business or in the 
broadcasting business. After all, there are many radio stations which 
were not and are not now successful and some VHF grants have been 
surrendered. It is particularly pertinent to recall the experience of 
the pioneer VHF station operators and the enormous obstacles which 
they had to face in the beginning. Some—WCBS-TV, the station 
owned by CBS in New York City was one of them—began regular op- 
erations as early as 1941. Many more began operations in 1946-48. 

During these early days—which are not so long ago—there were far 
fewer television receivers in the hands of the public than there now 
are UHF sets. There was very little network programing. Television 
receivers were much more expensive than they are now. 

Television stations and networks operated for many years before 
they made a penny. Stations and networks lost millions annually 
during the years in which television was getting established. For the 
3 years 1948-50 the aggregate operating losses “reported by television 
stations and networks to the FCC were . $48 million. Of these losses, 
$27,500,000 were sustained by the 4 networks including their 14 owned 
and operated stations and $20,600,000 by the remaining 93 television 
stations. It was a long, hard pull and we did not then have the hind- 
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sight which we have now to comfort us in the thought that ultimately 
it would be worth it. Yet I cannot recall that it was ever suggested 
that any sort of legislative relief was due VHF broadcasters. 

The mere fact that some UHF stations are losing money does not 
justify drastic Government action to guarantee them profits or to take 
away from existing stations the success which those stations worked 
so long and so hard and so expensively to attain. After all, only a few 
of these UHF stations have been on the air for more than a year; most 
of them have been operating for less than 12 months. 

It is unrealistic to assume that any new service or any new business 
would automatically and immediately prosper and we are on danger- 
ous grounds when we try to reverse some of the natural economic forces 
of free competitive enterprise. 

Thus I think that we must put aside those cases, and there have 
undoubtedly been some, where the lack of present financial success is 
due to the reasons which obtain in all businesses and do not reflect on 
the viability of UHF as a part of a television broadcasting service. 
lhere undoubtedly have been such failures that have been due to at- 
tempts to operate in markets which simply cannot support any kind 
of television station at the present time. Some have been due to 
attempts to operate in markets which will not now support the number 
of stations allocated to those markets. It is well to recall that even 
the largest market in the country—New York City—does not now and 
never did support all seven VHF stations on a profitable basis. 

In some cases the lack of success has been due to management de- 
ficiencies. The plain fact. is that television broadcasting and station 
operation is a tough business requiring a measure of skill and a good 
deal of sweat, capital, and imagination. It is reasonable to assume 
that, like all other business, these ingredients have not been present 
in the case of every management. 

I know that this subcommittee shares our regrets that such failures, 
because of these factors, do occur. But I assume, also, that the sub- 
committee agrees that this cannot be a matter of governmental concern 
warranting legislative or administrative intervention. 

So, let us pass on to the special obstacles which stem directly from 
the particular characteristics of UHF station operation. In general, 

hese obstacles, as previous testimony has indicated, are two in nature, 
First is lack of what we call circulation. The fact that of the 31,- 
379,000 receivers now in the hands of the public, about 27 million, or 
ever 85 percent, are not capable of receiving UHF signals. It costs 
the public money—a rather substantial amount—to convert these 
existing receivers so as to permit them to receive UHF signals; there 
is also quite a spread between the price of a VHF-only receiver and an 
all-channel received. This, of course, makes it hard for a UHF 
broadcaster in a market where VHF has been established and there 
ire a large number of VHF-only receivers in the homes. In such a 
market a VHF broadcaster can go on the air and be assured that every 
receiver in the market can tune him in; on the other hand, a UHF 
broadcaster has only so much of the audience as has been persuaded 
to spend up to $100 for a converter, antenna, and installation to change 
his set to receive the UHF signal. 

The second obstacle which faces the UHF station comes from the 
laws of nature. We are not yet fully familiar, the engineers tell me, 
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with the exact characteristics of UHF propagation. One sure way of 
getting a lively discussion among any two or more engineers in this 
industry is to ask them how UHF coverage compares today and will 
compare tomorrow or 5 years from now with VHF cover age. There 
are a great many strongly held opinions on that issue. I believe, how- 
ever, that there are two points of unanimous agreement today : () 
that UHF is capable of providing a reasonable and useful service ; 
and (2) that even though UHF can get within striking distance of 
VHF in terms of coverage, it cannot, at least at present and for the 
foreseeable future, equal the coverage of VHF. This is so, both in 
terms of the distance out from the transmitter which the signal will 
reach and in terms of the solidity of the coverage within the reachable 
area. By this latter I mean that, owing to what the engineers refer 
to as shadow effects, absorption by trees and buildings “and greater 
inability of UHF to reach behind hills and similar obstacles, there are 
more holes or blind spots within the coverage area of UHF than of 
VHF. 

As I say, there does seem to be considerable unanimity on these two 
points. But there is a great deal less unanimity on the extent of this 
disparity in coverage between VHF and UHF. The disparity is 
there, but I have had great difficulty in getting even our own engi- 
neers to hazard a specific quantitative guess on the difference between 
the two. And, of course, the significance of the difference is greater 
or lesser, depending on the particular area involved. For example, 
it should be of no significance that a VHF station can reach, let us say, 
10 miles further than a UHF station if that extra 10 miles of circle is 
a desert with nobody living on it. But it may be extremely important, 
competitively, for the UHF station if there is a heavy concentration 
of homes in the 10-mile area. 

For the long run, the disparity between VHF and UHF coverage 
may well tend to become insignificant. ‘These engineering problems 
have a way, ultimately, of being solved, although it is not always pos- 
sible to prediet precisely how and when. But there is reason to believe 
that ultimately the technical differences between UHF and VHF 
coverage will substantially diminish. 

These then are the two crosses which UHF stations have to bear 
today—the inability of the vast majority of present sets to receive 
UHF with the consequent necessity for the public to spend money to 
change their sets; and the more limited coverage of UHF at present. 

How serious are these two problems and what can be done about 
them ? 

Again, the testimony of the witnesses who have appeared before 
you ‘establishes that these obstacles are not insuperable. You have 
heard some UHF operators tell you that they are in the black and have 
been almost from the first day of their operations. They have told 
you, and the known facts certainly bear them out, that within a rela- 
tiv ely short time the job that they have done—vi igorous, aggressive and 
in the best American tradition of courageous pioneering—has resulted 
in conversions by well over the majority of set owners in their areas. 
Their stories compel the conclusion that it is by no means necessarily 
fatal to be consigned to the UHF. 

But when one analyzes the facts which the UHF witnesses have 
presented and the facts relating to similar situations, a pattern begins 
to emerge which seems to us to be almost inese apable. It is this: where 
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there has already been established a multiple VHF service in a com- 
munity—at least 2 and certainly 3 or more VHF stations—the success 
of a new UHF station is exceedingly doubtful. On the other hand, 
where UHF comes in first with no existing VHF station in the com- 
munity, in normal circumstances this station does well. The Portland, 
Oreg., and Peoria, [ll., UHF stations are examples of this. Further, 
where there is only one VHF service, even though it has been in the 
community for a considerable length of time, a vigorously and ag- 
gressively managed new UHF station in that community can do well. 
Station WCAN-TV, a UHF station in Milwaukee, is an example 
of this. 

But even in cases similar to Portland, Peoria and Milwaukee, we 
know also that unless there has been very substantial conversion, the 
future of a UHF station which, after its establishment, then has to 
meet the competition of new VHF at oe in the same city, is specu- 
lative although not by any means and in all circumstances hopeless. 

I think that the lesson to be withdraw iene this plain and both the 
members of the subcommittee as well as many of the witnesses who 
have preceded me have drawn the lesson. It is that primarily because 
of interim problems of conversion but also because of problems of cov- 
erage, a UHF station will have difficulty in competing with reasonable 
equality with a number of VHF stations in the same market. 

The basic problem, therefore, is what to do about it. Can this com- 
petitive inequality be ameliorated without endangering the entire 
medium of television—and if so, how? A variety of suggestions has 
been made, each with the purpose of ameliorating the inequality. 
Some, however, would achieve that purpose in so drastic away that 
t would involve not only a serious threat to all of television broad- 
casting as a national public service and as a competitive medium but 
also would mark the sharpest kind of departure from the normal 
principles of free competitive enterprise on which this Nation has 
been built. The operation might be a success, but the patient will 
die. Other suggestions would at least in a measure avoid this danger 
of fatality but might keep the patient on crutches for life. I would 
li = to take each of the proposals up in turn. 

The proposal to abandon the VHF portion of the spectrum and 
move all stations tothe UHF. 

[ cannot quarrel with the contention that to move all television 
stations to the UHF would most certainly and most clearly remove 
the competitive inequality between the two. But this is like saying 
that since the new Douglas DC-7 going into service on several air- 
lines outperforms the DC—6, passenger service should be restricted to 
the slower and less efficient plane. It seems to me to be an astonishing 
concept that the way to achieve equal competition is to cut all sizes 
down to the smallest; although this proposal would indeed create a 
kind of unnatural and artifically stunted equality, it would have dis- 
astrous effects on the medium of television and on the public itself. 

By artifically cutting down on the potential full circulation and 
refraining from mi aking use of the best possible frequencies available, 
all of television is inevitably weakened. Obviously this will not do 
any television station operators any good. If we so upset the present 
scheme by turning our backs on V HIF we may critically, if not fatally, 
weaken television. In an attempt to help some, we will be seriously 
endangering all. 
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This, of course, means that the public will be hurt; the advertising 
dollars which make possible not only the sponsored programs but 
which make it possible for networks and stations to put on public 
affairs programs in the national interest would be diminished and 
hence both the quantity and the quality of the programs would be 
lessened. Further, the 27 million set owners who have not yet con- 
verted to UHF would have to spend anywhere from $40 to $100 more 
to get fewer and perhaps poorer programs. The extra expenditure 
on the part of the public required by this proposal would probably 
exceed $1.1 billion. This extra cost will accordingly be about 25 to 
30 times as large as the total amount invested to date in the t tangible 
broadeast property of all UHF stations. In fact, the extra cost to 
the general public of this proposal will probably be more than four 
times as large as the total amount that can be expected to be in- 
vested in the tangible broadcast property of all television stations 
in this country when all stations that have been applied for are 
finished and operating. 

Aside from these costs to the public, some 3 to 5 million television 
set owners who are now within range of VHF signals would not, be- 
cause of the lesser coverage of UHF, be able to get any signals at all 
if we all went to UHF. Their investments of a half billion to a 
billion dollars will have become lost. I for one—and, I know, the 
members of this subcommittee—would not like to have to face the 
tens of millions of people who are forced to spend a billion dollars 
to get less than they have been getting, let alone the 3 to 5 million 
people who, regardless of their expenditure, will not be able to get 
anything at all and will not be able to salvage their investments in 
their sets unless new stations, ne ~arby, can grow and survive. 

In any even, it is not established that the UHF provides sufficient 
space fully to accommodate the number of stations which are necessary 
to achieve the objective of getting as close as possible to a nation- 
wide, multiple service, competitive television system. Indeed there 
is very substantial opinion to the contrary—lI believe it to be the con- 
sensus that both UHF and VHF are requisite if we are to approach 
that objective. 

Therefore, whatever surface attraction and logic there may appear 
to be in cutting everybody down to size by moving to UHF seems 
to be overwhelmingly outweighed by these compelling considerations 
against it. 

The proposal to reduce the presently permissible antenna heights 
and power of VHF stations. 

This proposal is cut from the same cloth as the proposal to move 
everything to UHF. Again it has a spurious attraction of equality, 
but it also is an extremely artificial equality of cutting everyone down 
to the smallest size. Such a course of action would be financially dis- 
advantageous to many VHF stations and would prevent others from 
achieving their maximum potential. It would reduce the attractive- 
ness of television as an advertising medium because it would reduce 
circulation. As in the case of the first proposal, limiting VHF power 
would deprive large segments of the public of existing and tere 


television service—al] those who live in that area which can be reached 
by higher-power VHF and not by UHF or low-power VHF. And 
it may be noted that in any event this proposal does little good in 
those areas where there has already been established multiple VHF 
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elevision service, since conversion would still remain the primary 
problem for any newcomer UHF. 
‘The imposition of a freeze on VHF grants. 

I am not quite clear concerning the precise limits of the proposal 

to impose a new freeze. I do not understand whether its purpose 
s to maintain the status quo while some satisfactory solution to the 
UHF problems is found, or whether its purpose is to attach hundred 
pound weights to new VHF stations in order to give new UHF sta- 
tions a good head start. If it is the former, I can see almost an end- 
ess freeze because these problems are exceedingly complex. We had 
{0 months of freeze trying to solve them; apparently we have not 
solved them to everyone’s satisfaction yet. Positions are held so 
strongly on these issues that I see little hope of ever finding a solu- 
tion that is satisfactory to everyone. I am frightened by the } prospect 
of another ice age which will leave little but rocks and stubble 
behind it. 

If the purpose is the second one—simply to hobble new VHF sta- 
tions in the competitive race in order to give UHF a head start—again 
I find this a rather amazing concept. It is like saying that Congress 
should pass legislation forbidding a filling station which has found 
itself a good location on a busy intersection from opening for 3 or 
1 or 5 years until a competing filling station which was unfortunate 
enough to find space on a less well-traveled highway got a foothold. 
Further, a freeze of this nature would intensify the present advantages 
of existing VHF stations—protecting them from the competition of 
new VHF stations in the same market. 

I think that such a freeze would be unfair to the public which would 
be deprived of service it would otherwise have. It would provide 
only temporary relief to a relatively few UHF broadcasters and, 
worst of all, would postpone the date on which a large part of the 
population will receive television service or additional choice of 
programs, 

The elimination of intermixture. 

As I have already indicated, it is our belief that many of the basic 
difficulties which now confront UHF broadcasters arise from inter- 
mixture—the term which we use to describe the assignment of both 
UHF and VHF channels to the same communities. We are per- 
suaded that the events since the lifting of the freeze confirm the cor- 
rectness of our view, expressed in 1950-52, that the UHF portion of 
the spectrum should not be used in such a way as to require it to 
compete with the VHF portion of the spectrum in the same markets. 
All the present facts relating to the experience of UHF stations seem 
to establish that UHF stations can do well if they are not forced to 
come into a market, or survive in a market, where they must compete 
with multiple VHF services. Hindsight, quite clearly, has confirmed 
the wisdom of nonintermixture. 

But a lot of water has gone over the dam since the lifting of the 
freeze. The problem no longer is whether the policy of intermixture 
should or should not be adopted. The fact is that it has been adopted, 
and the present allocations are based on it. Thus we are faced with 
the far more troublesome and vexing problem whether, having gone 
this far in intermixing, it is now, at this date, desirable or practicable 
to try to force the milk back into the bottle through a process of what 
I shall call deintermixture. 
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In brief, deintermixture involves a reallocation of channel assign- 
ments so that any one community will be either all VHF or all UHF; 
no single community would have both UHF and VHF stations. It 
may well be possible, at least in virtually all of the top 150 markets, to 
reallocate on a deintermixed basis in order to provide in each of these 
markets either at least 4 VHF services or at least 4 UHF services. 

It seems to me inescapable that as a theoretical matter, such a pro- 
gram of deintermixture may well be the only workable solution to 
the present UHF difficulties. Deintermixture has some very impor- 
tant advantages. It also has some very serious disadvantages. 

Its primary advantages are two: First, it would assure a far more 
stable future to UHF, and on a broader basis, since it would sub- 
stantially eliminate the great competitive disadvantages which a UHF 
station now faces as against VHF stations in the same market. 

Second, deintermixture would increase the opportunities for com- 
petitive television services—both among stations and among networks. 
As far as station facilities are concerned—that is, whether they are 
VHF or UHF—each of the present networks would be on an equality 
in each of the important markets; full opportunity for network com 
petition among at least four networks would thus be afforded. 

Deintermixture would be far less drastic and upsetting than shift- 
ing all stations to the UHF. It would protect the vast majority of 
present set owners, who would continue to receive service from their 
present sources. Possibly not more than 10 or 15 percent of the pres- 
ent set owners would have to convert. Further, far fewer set owners— 
possible less than a million—would lose service altogether, while some- 
where between 3 million and 5 million would lose such service if there 
were a complete shift to UHF. And of course far fewer stations, 
perhaps less than 100, would have to shift from the portion of the 
spectrum which they currently occupy than would be the case if all 
had to shift to UHF. 

But the process of disentangling is never easy; I cannot minimize 
the seriousness of the problems which would be involved. Some set 
owners, as I have said, would lose service altogether. Several million 
vould lose service unless they converted their set. This is hard on 
them; they bought their receivers assuming that it would provide 
them a regular service, Deintermixture would frustrate their expec- 
tations—in some cases altogether, in more cases unless they spend 
money to convert their receivers. 

Nor can I minimize the hardship which deintermixture would im- 
pose on some stations. Stations whose owners had the foresight or 
the superior qualifications which won for them assignments in VHF 
would be shifted to UHF despite their planning, their investments and 
their reasonable expectations. In some cases—although perhaps the 
number is very small—there may be deletions of stations altogether. 
Thus there may be some few markets where the total number of UHF 
and VHF stations now on the air exceed the number of VHF channels 
or UHF channels which can be made available in the community under 
a deintermixture plan. For example, there may be a community where 
there are 3 VHF stations and 2 UHF stations now in operation. It 
may be that the process of deintermixture may yield only 4 VHF 
assignments to that community. If that be the case, one existing 
licensee would have to be eliminated. 
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The problem is not made easier practically or politically by the fact 
that not all members of the public and not all licensees will be treated 
equaly. In most areas, owners of television receivers will not be 
itfected ; they will continue to receive all the programs they now re- 

‘ive—and probably even more than they have been rec ‘eiving—and 

ithout any expenditure on their part. But their neighbors in an- 
ther area may have to spend money to convert or may lose service 
iltogether. So, too, some licensees will bear a heavy burden; others 
will be unaffected. 

For example, some UHF licensees may benefit by being shifted to 
VHF: on the other hand, some VHF licensees would be shifted to 

UHF. This unequal impact on set owners and licensees will inevitably 

| be troublesome. It is small consolation for a set owner or a station 
licensee to be told that while he is being singled out to be hurt, it is 
i sacrifice for the national interest. 

In addition, in order to accomplish the objective, arising out of the 
‘xigencies of providing full opportunity for network competition, of 
providing at least 4 channels to each of the top 100 or 150 metropoli- 
tan areas, it will undoubtedly be necessary to move present VHF and 
UHF assignments in smaller towns to the larger cities. 

[It is interesting to note that a tabulation shows that 3 out of the 
original 4 have not yet been spoken for or applied for. ae about 
25 percent of the communities that were assigned VHF or UHF 
‘hannels in the report have been spoken for. 

Senator Porrer. In other words, they made assignments in the 
market where the markets can afford the station. 

Mr. Sranron, At any rate, local management or local enterprise has 
ot seen fit to apply in those markets. 1 was surprised myself to 

that the number was that large. 

This involves a sacrifice of the principle of pro\ iding to the smaller 
ommunities local outlets for local expression. But 1 am not at all 
ertain that, in television, this is a feasible principle in any event. As 
[ will discuss in detail in another connection, there is serious doubt that 
mall communities can economically support a television station at 
nis time, 

Because of these multitudinous practical problems, while deinter- 

ixture may well be the only workable, long-range solution for the 
roblems which now confront us, it is not hard to understand why 
obody is anxious to be the father of this child. No one wants to be 
responsible for the injury zn ich it may do. And although the injury, 

I have indicated, may be limited, and the ultimate benefits great, 

e blow will fall heavily on a number of members of the public and on 
. number of station licensees. 

[t would take the patience of a Job, the wisdom of a Solomon and 
he courage of a David to find the right way, or if there is no one 
right way, the best way, to accomplish deintermixture. ‘The pressures 
on whoever might have the thankless task of deintermixture would 
e€ enormous and per hi ips intoler: able. The ‘re are bound to be difficult 
weas Which might seem to defy solution. Certainly not everybody 

—_ be satisfied; certainly any particular ee will be vigorously 
ticized by those who are hurt and they will be the ones to find alter- 
atives which would shift the injury to some other victim. 

We do not know yet the full or precise dimensions of the problems 
if deintermixture. We do not know just who will be hurt, and how 
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much. We do not even know whether the price is so great that the 
purchase of its advantages becomes extravagantly foolish. 

Because we do not know these things, and because deintermixture 
does appear to have such countervailing attractions, I suggest that 
it be immediately explored. I suggest that certain criteria can be 
agreed on at the outset if such an exploration is undertaken : 

(1) That at least the first 100 markets, and as many more additional 
such areas as possible in descending order of size, be provided with 4 
or more nonintermixed channels—the first 100 such areas, it may be 
noted, could on a deintermixed basis of at least 4 UHF or VHF chan- 
nels, provide outlets for each of the 4 networks, each of which would 
thus serve all but 10 to 15 percent of the entire population which might 
reasonably expect to receive any television service at all; 

(2) That, in accomplishing (1), first priority of consideration be 
given to preserving present investments of set owners, so that the 
greatest number of VHF set owners continue to receive VHF signals: 

(3) That in accomplishing (1), second priority of consideration be 
given to preserving present investments of existing licensees, so that 
as few VHF licensees as possible be shifted to UHF, and, wherever 
shifts occur, provision be made to the greatest extent possible for sub- 
stitute assignments in the same or a neighboring community to those 
licensees who must be shifted. 

With these criteria or guideposts, it should be possible rapidly to 
devise one or more de-intermixture plans so as to ascertain the full 
dimensions—and the feasibility—of the project. I believe that all 
the energies and abilities of all those interested in the problem should 
be immediately brought to bear on this problem. Representatives of 
the Congress, of the Commission, and of the industry should confer 
promptly to test the desirability of de-intermixture. 

If the decision is to go forward with de-intermixture, the greatest 
of self-restraint will be required. Perhaps sacrifices of which human 
nature is simply not cunelie may be necessary. Perhaps it will be 
found that the price is too great, and that whatever the benefits of de- 
intermixture, the time has passed and it is no longer possible. But it 
should be explored, with an open mind and with intensive effort at 
once. And meanwhile, it might well be wise for the Commission to 
adopt a liberal policy of permitting UHF licensees now having fi- 
nancial difficulties to supend operations but still hold their licenses 
pending resolution of the question of de-intermixture. 

5. Other suggestions to aid UHF. 

We believe that there are other steps which might well speed the 
solution of the present problems. 

First among these supplemental proposals, we support the sug- 
gestion that the manufacturer’s excise tax be removed from UHF 
converters and from television sets equipped to receive both VHF and 
UHF. We urge that the proposal continue to be pressed by this sub- 
committee. If the tax is removed, the price differential between VHF 
and all-channel sets will be materially reduced in the case of the lower 
ete sets and altogether eliminated in the case of medium and 
uigher priced sets. While we do not yet have sufficient experience 
to know what the rate of obsolescence and turnover is in the televison 
receiver field, and hence cannot measure how long it would take for all 
of the present 31,379,000 sets to be replaced, it is clear that if all-band 
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ets are not more expensive then VHF-only sets, in a number of 

‘ars—at least 7—virtually all sets will be capable of receiving UHF. 
T his, of course, would by that time wholly ‘ive the difficult proble m 
of conversion and meanwhile each new set that is purchased would, by 

ameliorate this problem, while now almost 8 out of each 10 sets, 
eing VHF-only, simply accentuate the problem. 

Second, the possibility of satellite stations licensed to UHF licen- 
ees should be quickly explored. Satellites may well go far toward 
olving the problem of unequal coverage between UHF and VHF. 
For example, WRGB-TV, a VHF station, serves the entire Albany- 
Schenectady-Troy area. None of the present UHF stations in that 
rea can do so. If, however, the licensee of an Albany UHF station 

ere permitted to operate two or three UHF transmitters—each one 

i different channel—that licensee might well be able to deliver 
ubstantially the same potential circulation as WRGB-TY at a small 
crease In operating cost. 

Third, we believe that there would be very considerable benefit to 
UHF if networks and other multiple owners of television stations 
were permitted to own and operate UHF stations. In order to save 
this subcommittee’s time, I am submitting herewith as exhibit I our 
comments filed with the Commission in support of the Commission’s 
proposal, which is still pending, to change its multiple-ownership 
a ‘s to permit a single entity to own 2 U HF st: itions, in addition to 

he present permissible quota of 5 VHF stations. In exhibit I, we 
set out in full the reasons why we believe that such a proposal would 

e of real help to UHF. 

" Senator Porrer. Are you familiar with Senator Johnson’s bill to 
trade in one VHF for two UHF stations? 

Mr. Sranton. Yes, sir, and I am going to that subject right now. 

Senator Porrer. Your exhibit I will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(Exhibit I is as follows:) 


ExuHrsit I 
BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Docket No. 10822 
In the Matter of Amendment of Section 3.636 of The Commission’s Rules and 
Regulations relating to multiple ownership of television broadcast stations 


STATEMENT OF COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SYSTEM, INC, 


Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., hereinafter called CBS, favors the 
iunendment of Section 3.636 of the Commission’s Rules and Regulations relating 
to multiple ownership of television broadcast stations as proposed by the Com- 
mission. CBS suggests that the rule be amended to provide for a greater in- 
crease in the maximum permissible ownership of television stations. 

The principal reasons that CBS supports the proposed amendment of rule and 
suggests more extensive liberalization are as follows: 

1. CBS believes that it is in the public interest to impose as few restrictions 
as possible on the ownership of broadcast stations. 

2. Increased utilization of UHF stations will make possible the maximum 
competition between television broadcast services. 

3. Ownership of UHF stations by broadcasters of proven experience and 
ability should promote development of the UHF service. 
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Relavation of restriction on ownership 


CBS does not believe it is appropirate to argue here the desirability or unde- 
sirability of imposing a numerical limitation upon the number of television 
broadcast stations which may be owned by any person. The Commission re- 
solved that question in its Report and Order released November 27, 1953, in 
Docket No. S967. 

CBS has advocted consistently, and will continue to advocate, that it is in the 
public interest for ownership of broadcast stations, both radio and television, to 
be subject to as few restrictions as possible. It bases its advocacy upon the 
conviction that, except for regulations required by the nature of broadcasting, 
broadcasters should not be limited by governmental action in their ability to 
compete with newspapers, magazines and other media which are competitors for 
advertising revenue. 

CBS believes that no business operation can remain healthy and dynamic if it 
is prevented from growing. This belief leads inevitably to the conclusion that 
any numerical limitation upon ownership of broadcast stations should be im- 
posed only with the greatest of reluctance and that the maximum number of 
stations which may be owned should be as large as possible. 

Accordingly, to the extent that the proposed amendment relaxes the numer- 
ical limitation upon ownership of stations CBS supports that amendment. 


Marimum utilization of the UHF band should increase competition 


It has long been obvious, and the Commission recognized in its Sixth Report 
and Order, that the VHF band is not capable of providing a sufficient number of 
television broadcast channels to make possible nationwide competitive television 
broadcasting service. That this is so is readily apparent from Exhibit A at- 
tached. In addition, many Communities are wholly dependent upon the UHF 
band for competitive local television service—and in some cases for their only 
television service 
Ownership of UHF stations by experienced broadcasters will promote growth of 

that service 


The acceptance and success of any broadcast service is dependent upon a num- 
ber of factors, amoug the most important of which are the programs furnished 
by that service and the impetus given to development of that service by the 
willingness of the leaders of the industry to participate in its development. 

At the present time the potentialities of VHF can be predicted with a fair 
degree of certainty. It is an established service with an established audi- 
ence in many areas. Its programs can be received on all outstanding receivers 
without conversion or adaptation. 

The UHF televisi broadcast service, on the other hand, is, by comparison, 
a service whose ultimate potentialities can be realized only through practical 
operating experience. It is estimated that as of November 1, 1953, approxi- 
mately 25,725,000 of the approximately 27,500,000 television families in this 
country have television sets which are unable to receive UHF. The sets of 
these families can be adapted to receive UHF service only at a conversion cost 
of $20 or more per set. 








In addition, while most models of sets currently being produced are available 
in models which will receive both UHF and VHF, there is a significant price dif 
ferential ($25 or more) between a set capable of receiving VHF only and a 
set of the same model capable of receiving both VHF and UHF. 

Accordingly, it is only natural that persons having a choice between operating 
a VHF anda UHF station would select the former. 

For that reason an amendment of the present multiple-ownership rule which 
permits ownership of UHF stations in addition to the maximum permissible 
ownership of VHF stations should encourage the operation of UHF stations by 
established broadcasters—broadcasters who have a wealth of actual operating 
experience and program know-how. It would enable such broadcasters to oper- 
ate UH stations without reducing the number of VHF stations they may have. 

CBS believes that its experience in the operation of radio and television broad 
easting and its attention to the development and production of radio and tele- 
vision programs have given it preeminence in the program field. Its stations 
have been uniformly successful in producing high quality programs which have 
won wide public acceptance. It believes that the experience of other multiple 
owners have enabled them to produce high quality programing. 

Insofar as networks are concerned, it is only natural that their economic in 
terests should impel them at the present time to seek VHF affiliates in markets 
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iving both VHF and UHF stations. On the other hand, if a network is the 

ensee of a UHF station in a combination UHF and VHF market its economic 

terest would impel it to make its own station the network outlet in that city. 
lence, that UHF station would receive the benefit of both superior local pro- 
crams and popular network programs. 

In the event that the rule is amended, as suggested, or to permit even greater 
vnership of UHF, the programing of UHF stations should attract larger audi- 
nees for those stations. 

Furthermore, in addition to the program know-how of multiple owners, such 
vners ordinarily have resources to enable them to staff the UHF stations with 

eedingly competent technical personnel. Many of them also have reservoirs 
f highly-trained engineering personnel. Such personnel should insure that the 

iximum technical potentiality for UHF stations owned by them and thus 
| encourage ownership of receivers capable of receiving UHF signals. 

In addition, the mere fact that multiple owners of television stations are willing 
» invest funds, time, and energy in the operation of UHF stations should foster 
nfidence in UHF on the part of others and thus increase the number of UHF 

stations. 

With an increase in the number of UHF stations in operation and with assured 

igh quality programing for many of such stations, it is natural to expect that 
greater number of present sets will be converted so that they may receive UHF 
nd that the number of purchasers of new sets capable of receiving UHF will be 
creased. As the production of sets capable of receiving UHF is increased, it is 
nly reasonable to expect a reduction in the price differential between such sets 
nd VHF-only sets. Such reduction should have a cumulative effect in giving 
dditional impetus to the purchase of UHF sets. 

Further relaxation of rule 

As pointed out above, CBS advocates the minimum restriction on ownership of 

evision stations. It believes that the benefits which would flow from modifica- 

n of the rule as proposed by the Commission would be increased if the limita- 
on on the maximum ownership of stations were also increased. In view of the 
resent limitations upon the coverage of UHF stations and in view of the aggre- 
ite number of commercial television assignments, it would seem that no undue 
oneentration of control of television broadcasting would result from limiting 
aximum ownership to 10 television broadcast stations, no more than 5 of which 

may be in the VHF band. As appears from exhibit A, attached, an aggregate of 
or more commercial television channels have been assigned to each of 12 of the 

first 20 cities in order of size and an aggregate of 5 commercial television channels 

have been assigned to each of 8 of such cities. 

Ownership and operation of UHF stations by CBS 

In view of the present relative status of VHF and UHF, CBS, as a corporation, 
helieves that its obligation to stockholders requires that it seek to own the 
maximum possible number of VHF stations. 

However, if it is permitted to operate UHF stations in addition to the maximum 
permissible number of VHF stations, CBS is willing and eager to do so. 

It believes that its technical and program experience and personnel make it 
highly qualified to do so. It further believes that its programing will spur the 
industry to high program standards and also believes that its engineering expe- 
rience and personnel will attain the maximum technical performance of UHF. 

It also believes that its position of leadership in the industry, its willingness 
to invest in and to operate UHF stations will provide an inducement to others to 
do so. 


Need for modification of footnote 10 


The willingness of CBS to apply for authorization to operate UHF stations is 
jualified by its desire to own the maximum permissible number of VHF stations. 
\ccordingly, in the event that the rule is amended to permit ownership of UHF 
stations in addition to the maximum permissible number of VHF stations, pro- 
vision should be made to permit CBS and others similarly situated to apply for 
and own UHF stations and, at the same time, to prosecute present applications 
for VHF facilities to the same extent as is now permitted under footnote 10 to 
the Commission’s Report and Order in Docket No. 8967. 

Respectfully submitted. 

COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SYSTEM, INc., 
By Jutrus F. BRauNner, 
Secretary and General Attorney. 

JANUARY 29, 1954. 
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EXHIBIT A 
4 th 
First 50 cities in order of size 4 V1 
[From United States Summary, 1950 Census of Population] i 
tic 
Assignments 1 we 
5 . 
; : ti} 
City Popula- VHF UHF | 
tion 7 se m 
Commer-| Educa- | Commer-| Educa- p 
cial tional cial tional sic 
7 OV 
1: New York, N. Y 17 1 
2. Chicago, Il { 1 27 27 ou 
3. Philadelvhia, Pa 3 3 we 
4. Los Angeles, ¢ 7 2 
5. Detroit, Mich 3 2 | sti 
6. Baltimore, Md 3 2 ] 
7. Cleveland, Ohio 3 2) 1 
8. St. Lonis, Mo 3 1 34 al 
9. Washington, D. ¢ 4 2 
10. Boston, Mass 3 1 3 of 
11. San Francisco ¢ 4 l 5 he 
12. Pittsburgh, Pa 53 1 3 . 
13. Milwaukee, Wis 63 1 3 be 
14. Houston, Tex 2 l 3 
5. Buffalo, N. Y 3 2 ? a 
16. New Orleans, La 2) 1 4 hil 
17. Minneapolis, Minr 4 1 2 
18. Cincinnati, Ohio 3 2 I 
19. Seattle, Wash 3 1 2) 
20. Kansas City, Mo 3 2 1 be 
21. Newark, N. J (9) } 
22. Dallas, Tex 2 1 | 3 M 
23. Indianapolis, Ind. | 3 | 1} ! al 
24. Denver, Colo 4 1 2 
25. San Antonio, Tex : 3 | 1 2 he 
26. Memphis, Tenn 3 | 1 B lissecn 
27. Oakland, Calif (19) ce Mm 
28. Columbus, Ohio 3 1 ] ta 
29. Portland, Oreg 3 | 1 2 « 
30. Louisville, Ky 2 3 ] al 
31. San Diego, Calif 2 | 4) l 
32. Rochester, N. Y 2 2 l m 
33. Atlanta, Ga 3 1 | ] 
34. Birmingham, Ala 2 1 2 A ' 
35. St. Paul, Minn (1) | si ol 
36. Toledo, Ohio 4 ae ~ 1 
37. Jersey City, N. J a Spode pe 
38. Fort Worth, Tex. 2] 1 1 B 
39. Akron, Ohio , 1 | I 7 
40. Omaha, Nebr 3 2 | 1 be 
41. Long Beach, Calif... Salis teehee a < 
42. Miami, Fla 3 1 Pics. tr 
43. Providence, R. I... 2 1 | 1 to 
44. Dayton, Ohio__.. ne 2 a 1 1 
5. Oklahoma City, Okla... 2 1 it emauirnds pe 
46. Richmond, Va o inGe 1 I 
47. Syracuse, N. Y-_- B fudeuse~tih fh odtben -| 1 
48. Norfolk, Va.!2__.. ‘ er. 3 1 ; co 
49. Jacksonville, Fla 2 1 2 Se eemsdl 
50. Worcester, Mass dd | Pri.stu. fo 
= a os ae ban - " ee ee al 
1 Includes channel] 13 allocated to Newark, N.J. 0 
? Includes channel 50 and 60 (educational) allocated to Gary, Ind. and channel 56 allocated to Hammond, - I 
Ind. in 
3 Including channe] 54 assigned to Belleville, I] 
4 Assignments are listed as San Francisco—Oakland. el 
§ Including channe] 4 assigned to Irwin, Pa. DS 
* Includes channel 6 allocated to White Fish Bay. 
7 Buffalo including assignments to Buffalo—Niagara Falls. P de 
§ Assignments will be listed as Minneapolis—St. Paul. 
Channel 13, allocated to Newark, grouped with New York City totals to the list of first 50 cities. he 
1” Allocations for Oakland grouped with San Francisco totals in the list of first 50 cities. )] 
" Allocations for St. Paul grouped with Minneapolis totals in the list of first 50 cities. | 
13 Includes Portsmouth and Newport News, Va. SO 
‘ - é i j Lagat ; su 
Mr. Sranton. We believe that the Commission’s proposal in docket be 
> ; . ° ee = ° 
No. 10822 is a more desirable approach to ownership of UHF stations 
. ° ; . “ ° 
by multiple owners than is the approach embodied in Senate bill on 


S. 3095. This bill provides that no entity may be the licensee of more tu 
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than 10 television units; it counts a UHF station as one unit and a 
VHF station as two units. Presumably a VHF licensee who dropped 

VHF license would receive preferential treatment on his applica 
tion for two UHF licenses. But we do not believe that such legislation 
would offer any great present inducement to UHF operation by mul- 
{ pee station owners. I think that all of you have heard enough testi- 
nony to establish that there would be very few takers because of the 
present advantages of VHF. It seems clear to us that the Commis 
sion’s proposal offers a far greater and surer inducement to multiple 
owners to own and operate UHF stations. I might point out that in 
our comments offered to the Commission and attached as exhibit I, 
we have already committed ourselves to seeking two additional UHF 
stations at once if the Commission proposal should become effective. 

Up to this point, as you have no doubt noticed, I have said nething 

about the relationship of network and UHF stations, and the impact 
of networks on the status and development of UHF stations. Nor 

have I commented on any of the rather reckless propos: als which have 
been made and which would utilize CBS and NBC as the donors in 
a sort of forced feeding process to help UHF stations grow. I would 
like to devote this section of my testimony to those proble ms. 

At the outset, however, I want to make it crystal clear that CBS 
believes, and has always believed, in competitive broadcasting for 
both radio and television—in the greatest possible opportunity for, 
and encouragement of, competition not only among stations but among 
networks. The more stations and the more networks—and there is no 
magic in the number four, since if the economy permits, four most cer- 
tainly should not be the ceiling—the better off all the broadcasters are, 
and even more important, the better off the public is. Again, this is 
more than mere lip service. 

After all, CBS reached its present position of leadership because 
of the opportunity for competition and because we seized on that op 
portunity to compete as vigorously as we knew how. And as Dr. Allen 
B. Du Mont has pointed out, in the 1950-52 allocations proceedings 
before the Commission, CBS explicitly took the position that a con- 
trolling factor in determining an allocation plan should be the need 
to provide an opportunity for ‘the greatest number of networks to com- 
pete with each other. 

We are willing to meet all comers and we welcome the chance to 
compete on a fair and open basis. We want to compete for viewers, 
for station affiliations, and for advertisers. We want each network— 
and new networks not yet in existence—to have the greatest possible 
op portunity to affiliate with stations which, so far as assignments 
in the spectrum are concerned, are on equal footing. This puts the 
emphasis squarely on programing—which is where it should be. 

In the testimony which has preceded mine, you have learned a good 
deal about station operations. While I regret that it does take time, 
however, I think it is important, in order for you to consider these 
proposals i in the light of all the facts, that you also have in the record 
some of the basic facts of television network life. It is only against 
such basic facts that these proposals relating to networks can properly 
be considered. 

The fact is that getting CBS television programs to UHF stationis in 
order to help those stations is somewhat more complicated than just 
turning on a spigot and letting the programs flow. If that were all 
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that was involved, we would be delighted to program all the UHF 
stations in the country. But there is a great deal more involved. 
The television networking business is a complicated and delicate busi- 
ness. Profit margins are relatively small—particularly when one 
takes into account the enormous investments and operating expendi- 
tures involved. 

It is easy to upset the balance of television networking and sink it 
altogether. 

Essentially a television network is an organization which is able 
to arrange for the broadcasting of the same television program over a 
number of stations. In most instances these programs are broadcast 
simultaneously over the stations; in some cases they are broadcast 
on a delayed basis over some of the stations. 

Most of the stations are interconnected by American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. facilities—either coaxial cable or microwave relay. 
The cost of such circuits for CBS television is approximately $10 
milliona year. The stations which are not so interconnected or which, 
though interconnected, are unable to broadcast a particular program 
at the time of its original broadcast, are furnished with television 
recordings. These television recordings are films of the original 
program, photographed, so to speak, off the end of the picture tube. 
In fact, CBS television uses 16-millimeter film for this purpose at = 
prodigal rate of more than 50 million feet—over 10,000 miles—a yea 

It is not often realized by the public that although the CBS tele. 
vision network, for eX! imple, comprises 163 stations in the continental 
United States, those stations are not owned, operated, or m: inaged by 
CBS television. Of these 163 stations, CBS television owns 3, with a 
minority nonvoting interest in 2 other stations. All the rest are inde- 
pendently owned and are affiliated with CBS television through affilia- 
tion agreements. 

These affiliates carry our network programs in accordance with 
the terms of their agreements. The agreements provide for the fur- 
nishing of the programs by the network to the stations, the broadcast- 
ing of those programs by the stations, and the payment by the network 
to the stations for broadcasting sponsored programs—that is, the pro- 
grams for the broadcasting of which the advertiser pays the network. 
T am attaching hereto as exhibit IT a ty pical form of affiliation agree- 
ment between CBS television and a station. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit II will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(Exhibit IT is as follows:) 


Exursit II 
CBS TELEVISION 
A division of Columbia Broadcasting System, Ince. 
TELEVISION AFFILIATION AGREEMENT 


AGREEMENT made this -_.. day of ~..___ _-__ , 19____ by and between CBS 
TELEVISION, a division of Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 485 Madi- 
son Avenue, New York 22, New York (herein called “CBS Television”) and 
cali ancien ate Nias tietaaeale (herein called “Station’’) licensed to operate television 
otation Ot. ncameicnnens full time on a frequency of —-__ on Channel num- 
etches 

CBS Television is engaged in operatin a television broadcasting network and 
in furnishing programs to affiliated television stations over program trans- 
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ssion facilities leased by CBS Television, by “off-the-tube” TV recordings, or 

herwise. Some of such programs, herein called “sponsored programs’’, are 
sold by CBS Television for sponsorship by its client-advertisers. All non- 

ponsored programs are herein called “sustaining programs”. “Network sus- 
taining programs”, “network sponsored programs” and “network programs” as 
ised herein mean network television programs. Station and CBS Television 
cognize that the regular audience of Station will be increased, to their 
mutual benefit, if CBS Television provides Station with television programs not 
therwise locally available. 

Accordingly, it is mutually agreed as follows: 

1. CBS Television will offer to Station for broadcasting by Station network 

istaining programs as hereinafter provided, without charge, and CBS Tele- 
vision network sponsored programs for which clients may request broadcasting 
by Station and which are consistent with CBS Television’s sales and program 
policies. Network sustaining programs made available by CBS Television are 
for sustaining use only and may not be sold for local sponsorship or used for 
any other purpose without the written consent of CBS Television in each 
instance. 

2. (a) Station will accept and broadcast all network sponsored programs 
ffered and furnished to it by CBS Television during “network option time” (as 
hereinafter defined) ; provided, however, that Station shall be under no obliga- 

m to accept or broadcast any such network sponsored program (i) on less 
than 56 days’ notice, or (ii) for broadcasting during a period in which Station 
s obligated by contract to broadcast a program of another network. Station 

ay, of course, at its election, accept and broadcast network sponsored pro- 
grams which CBS Television may offer within hours other than network option 
time. 

(b) As used herein, the term “network option time” shall means the following 
hours: 

(i) if Station is in the Eastern or Central Time Zone, Daily, including 
Sunday, 10:00 A. M. to 1:00 P. M., 2:00 P. M. to 5:00 P. M. and 7:30 P. M. 
to 10:30 P. M. (expressed in New York time current on the date of broad- 
cast) ; 

(ii) if Station is in the Mountain or Pacific Time Zone, Daily, including 
Sunday, 10:00 A. M. to 1:00 P. M., 2:00 P. M. to 5:00 P. M. and 7:30 P. M. 
to 10:30 P. M. (expressed in local time of Station current on the date of 
broadcast). 

3. Nothing herein shall be construed (i) with respect to network programs of- 
fered pursuant hereto, to prevent or hinder Station from rejecting or refusing 
network programs which Station reasonably believes to be unsatisfactory or un- 
suitable, or (ii) with respect to network programs so offered or already con 
tracted for, (A) to prevent Station from rejecting or refusing any program which, 
in its opinion, is contrary to the public interest, or (B) from substituting a pro 
gram of outstanding local or national importance. CBS television may, also, 
substitute for one or more of the programs offered hereunder other programs, 
sponsored or sustaining, of outstanding local or national importance, without 
ny obligation to make any payment on account thereof (other than for the 
substitute program, if the substitute program is sponsored). In the event of any 
such rejection, refusal or substitution by either party, it will notify the other by 
vrivate wire or telegram thereof as soon as practicable. 

t. Station will not make either aural or visual commercial spot announce 

ents in the “break” occurring in the course of a single network program or 
between contiguous network sponsored programs for the same sponsor where 
the usual station break does not occur. 

5. CBS Television will pay Station for broadcasting network sponsored pro- 
grams furnished by CBS Television as specified in Schedule A, attached hereto 
and hereby in all respects made a part hereof. Payment to Station will be made 
by CBS Television for network sponsored programs broadcast over Station within 
twenty (20) days following the termination of CBS Television's four or five 
week fiscal period, as the case may be, during which such sponsored programs 
were broadcast. 

6. CBS Television will offer to Station for broadcasting such network sustain- 
ng programs as CBS Television is able to deliver, or cause to be delivered, to 
Station over coaxial cable or radio relay program transmission lines under 
arrangements satisfactory to CBS Television. CBS Television shall not be 
obligated to offer, or make available to Station hereunder, such network sustain- 
ing programs as it may have available in the form of TV recordings, unless CBS 
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Television has the right so to do and Station shall agree to pay CBS Television's 
charges therefor. 

7. When, in the opinion of CBS Television, the transmission of network spon- 
sored programs over coaxial cable or radio relay program transmission lines 
is, for any reason, impractical or undesirable, CBS Television reserves the right 
to deliver any such program to Station in the form of TV recordings, or otherwise. 

8. Station agrees to observe any limitations CBS Television may place on the 
use of TV recordings and to return to CBS Television, transportation prepaid by 
Station, immediately following a single broadcast thereof, at such place as CBS 
Television may direct, and in the same condition as received by Station, ordinary 
wear and tear excepted, each print or copy of the TV recording of any network 
program, together with the reels and containers furnished therewith. Each 
such TV recording shall be used by Station only for the purpose herein 
contemplated. 

9. Neither party hereto shall be liable to the other for claims by third parties, 
or for failure to operate facilities or supply programs for broadcasting if such 
failure is due to failure of equipment or action or claims by network clients, 
labor dispute or any similar or different cause or reason beyond the party’s 
control. 

10. The obligations of the parties hereunder are subject to all applicable laws, 
rules and regulations, present and future, especially including rules and regu- 
lations of the Federal Communications Commission. 

11. If Station applies to the Federal Communications Commission for consent 
to a transfer of its license, or proposes to transfer all or any of its assets with- 
out which it would be unable to perform its obligations hereunder, it will procure 
the agreement of the proposed transferee that, upon the consummation of the 
transfer, the transferee will assume and perform Station’s obligations hereunder, 
unless CBS Television shall waive this condition in writing. 

12. All notices required to be given hereunder shall be given in writing, either 
by personal delivery or by mail or by telegram or by private wire (except as 
otherwise expressly herein provided) at the respective addresses of the parties 
hereto set forth above, or at such other addresses as may be designated in 
writing by registered mail by either party. Notice given by mail shall be deemed 
given on the date of mailing thereof. Notice given by telegram shall be deemed 
given on delivery of such telegram to a telegraph office, charges prepaid or to be 
billed. Notice given by private wire shall be deemed given on the sending 
thereof. 

13. This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the 
State of New York applicable to contracts fully to be performed therein, and 
this Agreement cannot be changed or terminated orally. 

14. As of the beginning of the term hereof, this Agreement takes the place of, 
and is substituted for, any and all television affiliation agreements heretofore 
existing between the parties hereto, subject only to the fulfillment of any accrued 
obligations thereunder. 

15. The term of this Agreement shall begin on and shall 
continue for a period of two (2) years from such date; provided, however, that 
unless either party shall send written notice to the other at least six months 
prior to the expiration of the then current two-year period that the party 
sending such notice does not wish to have the term extended beyond such two- 
year period, the term of this Agreement shall be automatically extended upon 
the expiration of the original term and each subsequent extension thereof for 
an additional period of two years; and provided further, that this Agreement 
may be terminated at any time by CBS Television by sending written notice to 
Station at least twelve months prior to the effective date of terminaion specificd 
therein. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the 
day and year first above written. 

CBS TELEvisIon, 
a Division of Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. 
By 


SCHEDULE A 


(Attached to and forming part of the agreement between CBS Television and 
Binsndletcln db tiles bbblh ist diclatmetvshe This Schedule A contains provisions supplemen- 
tary to said agreement and in case of any conflict therewith, the provisions of 
this Schedule A shall govern.) 
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I. CBS Television will pay Station for broadcasting network sponsored pro- 
‘rams furnished by CBS Television during each week of the term hereof, thirty 
per cent (30%) of the gross time charges for such week, less the “converted 
our” deduction and the ASCAP and BMI deduction. 

Il. The “converted hour” deduction for any week shall be one hundred fifty 
er cent (150%) of the amount obtained by dividing the gross time charges for 

ich week by the number of ‘‘converted hours” (as hereinafter defined) in such 
wet ek, 

[11. The ASCAP and BMI deduction for any week shall be the amount obtained 
vy (i) deducting the “converted hour” deduction for such week from thirty per 
ent (80%) of the gross time charges for such week, and (ii) multiplying the 
remainder by the ASCAP and BMI percentage. 

1V. As used herein, the term “gross time charges” for any week shall mean the 
iggregate of the gross card rates charged and received by CBS Television for 
roadeasting time over Station for all network sponsored programs broadcast by 

Station during such week at the request of CBS Television. 

V. As used herein, the term “converted hour” means an aggregate period of one 
hour during which there shall be broadcast over Station one or more network 
sponsored programs for which CBS Television shall charge and receive its Class 
\ time card rate for broadcasting time over Station. An aggregate period of one 
hour during which there shall be broadcast over Station one or more network 
ponsored programs for which CBS Television shall charge and receive a per- 
entage of its Class A time card rate, such as its Class B time card rate, shall 

» the equivalent of the same percentage of a converted hour. Fractions of an 
hour shall be treated for all purposes as their fractional proportions of a full 
our within the same time classification. 

VI. As used herein, the term “ASCAP and BMI percentage” shall mean the 
igeregate of the percentages of CBS Television’s “net receipts from sponsors 
fter deductions” and of CBS Television’s “net receipts from advertisers after 
leductions” paid or payable, respectively, to American Society of Composers, 
\uthors and Publishers (ASCAP) and Broadcast Music, Inc. (BMI) under 
CBS Television’s network blanket license agreements with ASCAP and BMI. 
Currently such percentages are 3.025 and 1.2, respectively, so that the ASCAP 
ind BMI percentage is 4.225%, but such current ASCAP percentage may be 
reduced by as much as .525 during each calendar year of the term hereof.) 

VII. In the event that CBS Television shall have license agreements with 
{SCAP or BMI which shall provide for the payment of license fees computed 
na basis other than a percentage of CBS Television’s “net receipts from spon- 
sors after deductions” or “net receipts from advertisers after deductions,” as 
the case may be, CBS Television shall deduct from each payment to Station, in 
ieu of the ASCAP and BMI deduction, the proportionate share of music license 
fees paid or payable by CBS Television which is properly allocable to such pay- 
nent, 

VIII. The obligations of CBS Television hereunder are contingent upon its 

jility to make arrangements satisfactory to it for facilities for transmitting CBS 
relevision network programs to the control board of Station. 


Mr. Stanton. All networks—to a greater or lesser degree depend- 
ng on the particular network—are something more than mere con- 
duits by which a program gets from a certain place to its affiliates. 
They are in addition engaged in the important creative business of 
producing television programs. Most of these programs are offered 
by the network to advertisers for sponsorship. Programs which are 
iot bought by advertisers but which are nevertheless carried over the 
etwork are called sustaining programs. 

Under CBS television policy, some of our sustaining programs are 
not available for sponsorship—for example, we do not believe it ap- 
propriate to sell religious programs or to sell time for the broadcast- 
ng of such programs. 

This business of creating and producing programs is, we believe, a 
very important part of networking. We do it partly because we 
lieve that we can produce high quality entertainment programs as 
vell as, if not better than, other outside organizations which do not 
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have the same continuous relationship to the broadcasting industry 
and to stations and to the viewing public, that we have. 

Often we produce programs because no one else is willing to invest 
the time, effort and money necessary to insure the production of high 
quality programs. After all, the business of creating and producing 
programs and getting them off the ground and into the air can be, 
and often is, a long, tedious and expensive process. We have spent 
many, many months in shaping some of our programs, engaging 
writers, producers, directors, and talent for what we call auditions or 
tests. Sometimes these fall by the wayside and never see the light of 
day. Sometimes it is a year or two before we finally have gotten 
programs to where we want them in terms of quality. 

As an example, I would point out to you a series which we call the 
Search in which we plan to do a series of 26 half-hour programs each 
in cooperation with a different college or university, showing the field 
of research or activity in which that college or university specializes 
and which will broaden man’s horizon. We began pli inning that 
program 20 months ago; we have had 34 members of our staff working 
on it. We hope to begin it next fall. By then we will have spent in 
excess of a half million dollars on its preparation. I would think 
it a reason: ahi guess that if a network did not do that, nobody else 
would. 

The basic reason for our engaging in the production of television 
programs is the recognition of our responsibility to provide indi- 
vidual programs of high quality and to arrange our network program 
schedule so that we will be able to provide a program sequence which 
will be attractive to listeners. This matter of program sequence is 
very important. An audience is built up and retained through an 
appropriate flow of programs. I believe that CBS more than any 
other organization, has pioneered and focused its primary energies 
on creative programing. We believe that this is the way for a net- 
work to be successful. If we have good programs, we get the listeners, 
and the advertisers. And for present purposes and what is even more 
immediately relevant, it is through good programing that we can 
compete successfully for the best possible stations to affiliate with us. 
For stations, like ourselves, are interested in getting the largest pos- 
sible and most loyal audience, and the way to get the largest. possible 
and most loyal audience is to provide them with the best possible 
programs. We have found by and large that the greatest assurance 
of such quality programing is for us to do it ourselves. 

I would like to give you some idea of just what the CBS television 
network is in terms of facilities, departments and personnel. We sup- 
ply a total of 7814 hours of network programs per week. Not all a 
that is commercial. About one-third of that is sustaining. Behind 
this number of programs are more than 60 different departments : Ac- 
counting, business affairs, construction, development of new effects, 
engineering, executive, graphic arts, network operations, news, press 
information, sales, spec ial events, sports, station relations, television 
recording, and wardrobe, to name only a few. CBS television has 28 
studios; 116 live black-and-white cameras; 31 black-and-white film 
chains; 17 live color cameras; and 5 color film chains. 

We employ more than 3,700 persons of various crafts and skills such 
as writers, directors, producers, singers, actors, announcers, techni- 
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‘ians, stagehands, scenic editors, editors, film cutters. In order to give 
you some idea of the scope of these operations I have prepared as 
xhibit III a diagram which shows the flow of the activities and per- 
onnel that go into one typical half-hour dramatic program broadcast 
by CBS television. 

‘Senator Porrer. Exhibit III will be made a part of the official files 
‘f the committee at this point. 

Mr. Stanton. As you will see from exhibit III, this typical CBS 
television half-hour dramatic program is the product of 1,374 man- 
hours, involving 154 people exclusive of the services of other CBS 
television departments such as sales, advertising, press information 
ind traffic. You will see the variety of skills involved, the number of 
personnel and the man-hours which each group must spend. For 
example, for this 1 half-hour, 7 members of the program staff must 
spend 280 man-hours, 13 stagehands must spend 195 man-hours, 10 
cameramen operating 3 cameras must spend 90 man-hours; scenic 
onstruction and painting takes 24 men and 52 man-hours; and so on 
lown the line, and across the chart. 

Further, to illustrate what is involved in getting a program on the 
tir, I have had prepared a graphic summary of all the planning, the 
preparations, the arrangements and the personnel which went into 
our broadcasting of the 1952 conventions—a type of broadcast which 
[ have chosen because it can only be live and which I doubt could be 
lone at all if there were no networks. 

Exhibit IV represents the man-hours devoted by CBS television to 
over the 1952 national political conventions. 

Senator Porrrr. That exhibit IV will be made a part of the official 
tiles of the committee. 

Mr. Stanton. You will see that planning began in May 1951, well 
over a year before the conventions. It required 41,750 man-hours for 
118 hours and 11 minutes of actual convention broadcasting. 

Finally I have had prepared exhibit V to illustrate to you what 
s involved in putting on Douglas Edwards and the News, which is 
broadcast from 7:30 to 7:45 each week night, and which also seems 
to me to be a job which requires a network for it to be done at all. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit V will be made a part of the official files 
of the committee. 

Mr. Sranton. Exhibit V—A shows that there are 259 people in- 
olved in putting on that program and that number is exclusive of 
the facilities and services of the operations, engineering, reference, 
und other departments of CBS television. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit V—A will be made a part of the official 
files of the commitee. 

Mr. Stanton. Of these 259 people, 94 are staff members and 165 are 
foreign and domestic camera correspondents. Exhibit V—B shows the 
variety of skills represented among these 259 people who contribute 
to this 15-minute broadcast. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit V-B will be made a part of the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. Stanton. Exhibit V—C may serve to give you some idea of the 
geographic distribution of personnel, scattered all over the world— 
Kurope, India, South Africa, Australia, Japan. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit V—C will be made a part of the official 
iles of the committee. 











992 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


Mr. Stanton. I hope that these exhibits will give you some idea 
of what an immense task television network programing is and how 
great and complex is its scope’ Each of these exhibits represents only 
1 program or 1 program strip. In each week, however, the CBS 
television network provides 153 programs. Network programing, 
thus, takes skill; it takes imagination; and it takes a tremendous 
amount of money. Success in television networking does not come 
to those who will not work at it and take risks to gain it. 

As I say, all of this takes money. To maintain these facilities, 
to employ these people, and to put on these programs we must have 
income. And that income comes from one source and one source 
alone—from advertisers. If advertisers will not support CBS tele- 
vision or any other television network, CBS television would cease to 
exist and so would every other network. 

It must not for a moment be forgotten that network television is 
competing for the advertiser’s dollar with all other advertising 
media—radio, magazines, newspapers, billboards, and many other 
media. In evaluating network television as one of these many media 
advertisers examine their costs very carefully. Their touchstone, like 
yours and mine, is what are they getting for their dollar? If tele- 
vision cannot furnish circulation at competitive costs, advertisers will 
not use network television; the advertisers’ dollars will go elsewhere 
and television networks will cease to exist. 

Then there would be no facilities for bringing to the people on a 
nationwide basis television broadcasts, presidential speeches, speeches 
and discussions by legislators, sports events and other special events 
as they occur. True, as I will discuss a little later, many methods 
of programing television stations can bring entertainment and local 
events to the television audience. But I want to stress live network 
programing is the only method by which events of national interest 
can be seen throughout the country as they happen. 

I will not deny the entertainment and informative qualities of film 
programs. Some programs as a matter of fact require film and are 
better because of it. But good as they are, it is the live quality, the 
sense of seeing the event or the play, at the same time that it takes 
place, in front of your eyes as you sit in your living room, which is 
the real magic of television. Take the live quality out of television 
and you have diluted its excitement and impact. And more impor- 
tantly, you have destroyed the single most effective means of com- 
municating to the entire country in times of national emergency. 

Next is the problem of affiliation. It is what the affiliate can deliver 
in terms of circulation that is the crux of what a network can offer 
to the advertiser. We cannot be arbitrary, whimsical, or eleemosy- 
nary in our choice of affiliates. We must do our best to affiliate with 
those stations which will give to the national advertiser the largest 
circulation at the lowest possible cost. The advertisers insist on 
lowest possible post-per-thousand. 

By cost-per-thousand we mean the dollar cost to the advertisers for 
the facilities—that is, for the stations—which carry the programs; 
and the computation is made for each thousand of television homes. 
This is what is known as cost-per-thousand of circulation. <A tele- 
vision’s circulation is the total number of homes in which the station 
is viewed. 
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It is these hard facts of circulation, coverage area, and cost-per- 
chousand which must determine our selection of offiliates. If we se- 
lected on any other basis, we would be ignoring the advertiser whose 
litmus paper test is, as I have said, cost-per- thousand. 

We do not discriminate in favor of VHF stations or against VHF 
stations. We must accept the potential circulation of each station 
as we find it. We must attempt to select the affiliates in such a manner 
that each of them provides the maximum amount of circulation which 
is unduplicated by any other affiliate. The public is not best served 
by a duplicated service. And except in unusual circumstances, dupli- 
cated circulation is a wasteful luxury and an advertiser does not want 
to pay twice for the same thing. 

Thus, putting together an effective nationwide network of stations 
so as to provide the largest possible circulation without overlap and 
duplication is like putting together pieces of geography of different 
size and shape in a Jig saw puzzle. 

As a result, in some instances—though frankly I am afraid that for 
quite a while those instances will be few in number—our basis of selec- 
tion will result in picking a UHF station in preference to a VHF sta- 
tion. An example is Erie, Pa. There the circulation of VHF sta- 
tion WICA is greater than the circulation of the UHF station WSEE 
However, the excess of the WICA circulation over the WSEE circula- 
tion is almost entire ly a duplication of circulation of other CBS tele- 
vision affiliates in Buffalo and Cleveland. Hence, we affiliated with 
the UHF station WSEEF. 

At the present time, CBS television has affiliation agreements or ar- 
rangements of one kind or another with 51 UHF stations in 47 mar- 
kets. In 37 of these markets, CBS television is using only UHF affili- 
ates. Wherever we can do so without seriously injuring our network 
business and without making it impossible for us to meet the demands 
of advertisers for the lowest cost-per-thousand, we do affiliate with 
UHF stations. And, while you have heard 1 or 2 witnesses who would 
create the impression that we have some distaste for affiliating with 
UHF stations and that we are uncooperative, I can assure you that no 
considerations enter into it other business considerations. To indicate 
to the subcommittee that this is not all one-sided, and that at least 
some UHF Stations with which we have affiliated do not share the 
views concerning our attitudes which have been expressed by some of 
the previous witnesses, I am attaching hereto as exhibit VI a letter 
from H. Moody McElveen, Jr., of WNOK-TV, a UHF station in 
Columbia, S.C. This letter came to us in the midst of these hearings 
completely unsolicited and out of the blue. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit VI will made made a part of record at 
this point. 


(Exhibit VI is as follows:) 


Exnuisit VI 


STATIONS WNOK ann WNOK-TY, 
Hotel Jefferson, Columbia, 8. C. 
May 28, 195 4. 
Mr. FRANK STANTON, 
President, Columbia Broadcasting Sustem, Inc.., 
485 Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
DeaR Mr. STANTON: We have been acutely aware for some time and more 
recently have become quite disturbed by the criticism being directed at the net- 
works in reference to alleged discrimination against UHF television stations 
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I would like to go on record in behalf of WNOK-TYV as offering any active 
assistance that you may desire in showing that in the case of this UHF station 
we have always received courteous, sympathetic, and understanding treatment 
from the CBS television network, 

I should like to chronologically set forth our dealings with CBS for the past 
year and a half. This station received its construction permit from the Federal] 
Communications Commission on September 18, 1952. On September 19 I had an 
appointment with Mr. Akerburg in his office in New York to discuss the pos- 
sibility of an affiliation contract between WNOK-TYV and the CBS television 
network. It was brought out in our conversation that the day our construction 
permit was granted the Federal Communications Commission also granted a 
construction permit for WCOS-—TYV on channel 25. It was also noted that in the 
not too distant future VHF channel 10 would be assigned to either WIS or 
WMSO, both of which had applied. At that time we had been advised by Allen B. 
Du Mont Laboratories that equipment would be available to allow us to be on 
the air in January of 1953. On September 24 WNOK-TYV entered into an affilia- 
tion contract with the CBS television network with an effective date of January 
1953. By the latter part of November 1952 it became apparent to us that Du 
Mont would not make delivery of equipment as promised by January. After 
several trips to the transmitter division of Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories in 
Clifton, N. J., we were promised delivery of a 5,000-watt UHF transmitter in 
April of 1953. The first week of December I arranged again for an appointment 
with Mr. Akerburg in his office in New York and during that meeting 1 explained 
to him our situation and because of the deiay I offered to return the affiliation 
contract and consider the affiliation null and void. We, of course, were ex 
tremely anxious for the affiliation with CBS but felt in fairness to the network we 
should make the offer of termination. Much to our delight Mr. Akerburg was 
exceedingly gracious and understanding of our problem and informed me that the 
network regretted, as we did, the delay but would go along with us and for me 
to go back to Columbia, 8. C., and not worry about the affiliation. 

As it turned out we were not on the air in April as the manufacturers had 
promised, nor in June as promised, nor in August as promised, The network 
was always very considerate and as each subsequent delay appeared imminent 
we discussed it with either Mr. Snyder or Mr. Akerburg. At no time did the 
network ever question our integrity and good intentions. The latter part of 
July 1953, a very disturbing situation arose with reference to Lever Bros. It 
seems that the VHW station, which was not then on the air but planned to 
be the latter part of the year, had contacted the advertising manager of Lever 
Bros. and had persuaded him to demand that CBS television order his facilities 
for LUX Video Theater and Big Town rather than to order WNOK-TV which 
was and is the CBS affiliate in Columbia. Although this account exerted tremen- 
dous pressure on the network CBS television at no time wavered from the position 
that either Lever Bros. could buy WNOK-TYV in Columbia or not have its 
programs released in this market. The network flatly refused to allow its pro 
grams to be fed to the station which was not its affiliate although that sta- 
tion was a VHF station. In passing, I think it should be noted that several 
months after this situation arose Lever Bros. decided to place their program on 
a competitive network. 

The above indicates to me beyond a shadow of a doubt that as far as this sta- 
tion is concerned the CBS television network not only has not discriminated 
against UHF but rather has championed the cause. 

At the present time WNOK-TYV is carrying approximately 23 hours of network 
commercial time per week from the CBS television network which is com 
parable to the amount of commercial time that the VHF station here in 
Columbia is carrying from the NBC network. 

I trust that some of the facts enclosed in this letter will be of some value in 
dispelling, at least as far as CBC television is concerned, the idea that there 
is network discrimination against UHF stations. 

Cordially, 
H. Moopy McEtveen, Jr. 


Mr. Sranron. Obviously, therefore, there are cases, and a rather 
substantial number of them, where we find it good business to affiliate 
with the UHF station, where we do so and where our relationships 
are excellent. But candor compels me to report the obvious fact that 
in the majority of the markets, business reasons have compelled us 
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to afliliate with a VHF station in preference to a UHF station, where 
we had the choice. 

We have always been perfectly frank with potential affiliates about 
this. For example, immediately after the lifting of the freeze and 
the opening up of the UHF in 1952, we told our radio affiliates who 
were contemplating entering s aestipes that the hard facts of net- 
works economics would often require us to affiliate with VHF station, 
where we had the choice, even though our radio affiliate of long stand- 
ing might have acquired a UHF license. 

This choice is compelled simply because the circulation of a VHF 
station is generally greater than the circulation of a UHF station. 
Let me give you an example of this: Exhibit VII is a rough engineer- 
ng map showing the comparative contours of KWTV and KTVQ, 
Oklahoma City and KRLD-TYV, Dallas. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit VII will be made a part of the official files 
of the committee. 

Mr. Sranvon. [llustrated is the important difference of coverage 
between KWTYV, the VHF station with which CBS television made 
its affiliation, and the other alternative, KT VQ, a UHF station in the 
same market. In respect to the open area of approximately 25 miles 
between the 2 contours of KWTV and KRLD-TV (VHF), Dallas, 
one should not get the impression that homes there are being denied 
television service. It isa well-established and accepted fact that actual 

ewing of a station extends out beyond the more conservative engi 
eering definitions of coverage, 

From this exhibit, it becomes obvious why we affiliated KWTV for 
Oklahoma City in preference to KTVQ. Not only do we realize 
greater coverage, but KWTYV puts us on a par with NBC’s WKY-TV. 

Now wholly apart from the differences which may obtain at pres- 

between UHF and VHF, there are other considerations, which | 
vould like to describe briefly to the subcommittee which led us to 
conclude that we cannot economically affihate with some particular 
stations. These fall roughly into two types of cases and, , repeat, 
they have nothing to do with whether the station is VHF or UHF. 

The first type is represented by the small station—the atlenn which 
can deliver unduplicated circulation but the market is not sufficiently 
large to attract advertisers. It is a well-known fact that as the size 
of a market decreases—that is, as its potential circulation is smaller— 
the cost per thousand of circulation increases. Obviously, there comes 
a point where the increase of cost for the particular station makes it 
uneconomical for the advertiser to use it at all. In such a case. 
whether the station is VHF or UHF, we just cannot afford to affiliate 
with the station. Let me see whether I can explain the reasons for 
CHIs. 

[t is important because I think a number of complaints which have 
come to you about our not affiliating with certain stations come from 
these small stations which cannot understand why we will not affiliate 
with them. As I say, it stems from this inevitable fact that the 
smaller the market, the greater the cost per thousand for the adver 
tiser, 

First let us consider this from a theoretical standpoint. Station 
A has a television homes circulation within an effective reception 
area of 400,000. With a base hour rate of $1,200 at night, its cost per 
thousand would be $3 ($1,200 divided by 400, 000). Station “B” with 
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half that circulation—200,000 television homes—could have a rate 
around $700; its cost per thousand would then be $3.50 instead of $3. 

In practice. it works out this way: WCBS-TV, New York, with 
a base rate of $5,500 and a television homes circulation of 4,170,300, 
has a cost per thousand of $1.32. Minot, N. Dak., however, with a 
circulation of 5,500 television homes and a base rate of $150 has a cost 
per thousand of $27.27; $1.82 per thousand for New York, $27.27 
per thousand for Minot, N. Dak. 

You will note that one of the factors which we must have present in 
order to determine the cost per thousand is the station rate. It is 
the relationship between station rate and circulation which establishes 
cost per thousand. The process of establishing station rates is com- 
plicated, reflecting as it does the necessity for satisfying both the 
station owner as the seller and the advertiser as the buyer. It must 
not only satisfy each of them but it must be set so that it can success- 
fully meet the c ompetition of other broadcasters in the same medium 
and the competition of other media. The precedent established in 
radio and the methods of pricing magazines and newspaper rates enter 
into the problem. It may be surprising to you to learn that rates are 
not proportional to station circulation. Actually, television rates do 
not decrease as rapidly as circulation. If they did, stations in small 
markets would find it difficult or impossible to obtain sufficient revenue 
and this is why you find on the one hand that stations with larger 
circulation do not have a card rate proportionately higher than that 
of a smaller station. 

In other words, it simply is not true that a station with, let us say, 
one-hundredth the circulation of a New York station will have a rate 
which is 1 percent of the New York station rate. This pattern of 
increasing cost per thousand as circulation decreases is consistent 
with other media. 

All this, I admit, is not very simple and may be a little confusing. 
The determination of rates is complex and even the measurement of 
the actual circulation or number of homes delivered by the station 
requires a great deal of judgment and skilled use of slide rules. I be- 
lieve, however, that we at C BS television have approached this on a 
businesslike and scientific basis in an effort to be fair to our affiliates, 
to be competitive within our medium and to give our clients fair value 
for their expenditures. 

We have been wrestling with this problem of cost per thousand ever 
since our operations began. As I have said, it is crucial in the whole 
business of network advertising. It may seem to be hard on the little 
stations that they cannot offer a cost per thousand more nearly equal 
to that of stations in larger markets. But our success in keeping 
costs per thousand down is indicated by the fact that for CBS tele- 

vision, the cost-per-thousand circulation has dropped from $3.93 in 
1949 to $2.03 in 1951 to $1.59 in 1953. But that is a factor which one 
must const: antly take into consideration is seen in the fact that in 
January 1954 our cost per thousand went up 16 cents to $1.75, al- 
though our projection for January 1955 is that we will get the costs 
back to $1.59. 

We are met quite often with the question, why, if the cost per 
thousand stems from the rate which the advertiser is charged for the 
particular station, we cannot solve the problem by accepting the sta- 
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tion’s offer to carry our commercial programs free. In fact, I have 
noticed that one or two witnesses who have appeared before this sub- 
committee have stated with rather shocked dismay that we were not 
even willing to put our programs on their station free of charge. 

It is quite true that this would solve the problem of increasing our 
overall cost per thousand which occurs by taking on very small 
stations. But it should not be forgotten that the basis of the eco- 
nomic relationship between network and station is that while the 
advertiser is charged the total of each station’s rates which he uses 
for his program, the money which the station and we receive comes 
from a sharing, controlled by contract, of that station rate paid by the 
advertiser. In other words, if an advertiser uses a station whose 
rate is $500, we get a part of that $500 and the station gets a part of 
the $500. If the station’s rate is zero, not only does the station get 
nothing; we do not get anything either. Not only do we get nothing, 
we lose} money in suc han ar rangement. 

Let me try to show you why taking stations on a free basis is a 
losing proposition for the network by showing you the network 
costs “involved in handling 22 of our small market stations. Even 
if we allocate to these smaller affiliates only their share of incremental 
expenses in special servicing of those stations, we find that such out- 
of-pocket expenses per smaller-market station come to $50 a week. 
This ignores any assignment to them of any share of selling, pro- 
graming, or administrative costs. 

But this $50 per week per station is only a minor portion of our 
out-of-pocket expense. To the weekly incremental overhead of $50 
per station must be added the costs of getting the program to the 
affiliate—that is, the A. T. and T. charges which CBS television must 
pay. The cable or relay cost on an occasional basis is $1.15 per mile 
per hour. 

Let us assume a station is 100 miles away from the nearest service 
point. Let us assume also that, as is often the case, the station does 
not qualify for full-time use of the cable. An examination shows 
that our 22 small-market affiliates average approximately 2 hours of 
commercial business each per week. For purposes of determining 
profit or loss, let us consider that these 2 hours are contiguous hours 
so as to compute cable costs on the most economical basis. The weekly 
cable cost for our example would be $230. To this must be added 
approximately $170 per week—the A. T. and T. connection charge 
and local loop on a part-time basis. Therefore, including the $50 
overhead figure, the weekly cost of such an affiliation to CBS tele- 
vision would be $450. 

Senator Porrer. I wonder if it might not be desirable that we take 
a little break at this time. I know how tiresome it is. I think 
probably you might like just a slight break at this time. 

Mr. Sranton. I would would welcome it. 

Senator Porrer. We will suspend and recess for 5 minutes. 

(Whereupon a short recess was had.) 

Senator Porrer. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Before Mr. Stanton continues with his statement, I would like to 
announce that we will not be able to conclude the hearings tonight 
as we had originally planned, so rather than meet tomorrow we will 
meet the first ‘available day that we can receive the committee room, 
which will be Wednesday afternoon at 1 o’clock. 
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NBC will be the first witness and then the rebuttal statements by 
the UHF, the VHF, and Commissioner Hennock and Chairman Hyde 
of the Federal Communications Commission will be presented. 

Proceed, Mr. Stanton. 

Mr. Sranron. Mr. Chairman, this figure of $450 is almost twice 
the gross time receipts CBS television would realize after advertising 
agency commission and network discounts from 4 half-hours of com- 
mercial time on this station with an hourly rate of $150. With 22 
such small-market stations presently on our lineup, this means a 
total weekly loss of over $4,500—or almost a quarter of a million 
dollars a year, even on the limited basis of allocating to them only our 
incremental expenses. 

You can see, in these circumstances, why it is expensive for us to 
affiliate with stations which cannot pay their own way—and why we 
cannot afford to take on stations on a free basis. 

I hope that these rather detailed figures will throw some light on 
why it is more difficult than it sounds, and a great deal more un- 
economical, for us to affiliate with stations which offer to take our 
programs with no charge. That may be fine for those stations; it may 
be fine for advertisers, It cost neither of them anything. But it’s a 
mighty poor way to run a railroad. 

Thus far I have dealt with the case of the small station which can- 
not support a rate which would justify our affiliating with it. That is 
the first type. The second type of station where we have refused 
affiliation is the station which is located in a different city from a 
present affiliate and may be able to deliver what appears to be a 
reasonably large circulation which would justify a rate of $150 or 
more. But the fly in the ointment in this second type of station is 
that its cireulation, while seemingly large, does in fact significantly 
duplicate the circulation of other existing affiliates. 

Here again, the principle is the same, whether the station is DHF 
or VHF. In such cases we ordinarily deny affiliation to the station 
because its circulation is costly and of little value to advertisers or 
the public. In other words, it does not fit our jigsaw puzzle of na- 
tional coverage. 

We have had a number of complaints when we have refused to 
affiliate in this type of situation. I think it may be helpful, therefore, 
for me to give you an example of what is involved here. Such an 
example is KCEN-TV, Temple, Tex., which recently approached 
CBS television for an affiliation and was refused. KCEN-TY, inci- 
dentally, isa VHF station operating on channel 6. 

Exhibit VIII to my statement will help explain why we considered 
affiliation with this station unwise. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit VIII will be made a part of the offical 
records of the committee. 

Mr. Sranton. The exhibit has several transparent overlays which 
may be interleaved with the map of a portion of Texas. The large, 
blue, crosshatched area on the top transparent sheet shows the area 
which our engineers compute wil be served by our Dallas affiliate, 
KRLD-TYV, operating on channel 4. This station is building a new 
transmitting station almost midway between Fort Worth and Dallas, 
and the blue crosshatched area represents the conditions that should 

exist when this construction is completed later this year. The blue, 
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crosshatched area in the lower right shows a similar service area for 
our affiliate in Galveston, KGUL-TYV. 

The second transparent sheet illustrates the engineers’ computed 
ervice area of KTBC, our affiliate in Austin, 'Tex., which operates on 
channel 7, with a power of 100 kilowatts and an antenna height of 740 
feet. This service area is shown crosshatched in green. You will 
notice a shaded ring around the service area of each station, intended 
to show the tapering off or gradual deterioration of service in the ex 
treme fringe. 

It would probably be advisable for me to be more specific as to the 
sis for these computations. To be precise, the outer boundary of 
the KRLD-TV and KCEN-TV crosshatched area corresponds to a 

omputed field intensity (signal strength) of 100 »v/m (also deseribed 
by engineers as 40 dbu). Similarly, the outer boundary of the 
KTBC-TV and KGUL-TV service areas corresponds to a field in- 
tensity of 316 pv/m (50 dbu). The higher field intensity is required 
for service in the fringe on channels 7 to 13. 

I might add that the relationship between the engineers’ compu- 
tations and actual tune-in or listener habits has been checked rather 
thoroughly by our engineers and audience research experts and there 

: a high positive correlation, 

When the third transparent sheet is placed over he map, you will 
ee the relationship of the area served by KCEN-TYV with respect to 
hat served from Dallas and Austin. The small, hourglass-shaped 
area is in the extreme fringe of KRLD-TV and KTBC-TY, and in 
this area KCEN-TYV will give a better signal. Of the total homes 
erved by the Temple station, approximately 76 percent would be 
served by the affiliates we already have in Dallas and Austin. 

Furthermore, many of the homes in the hourglass-shaped area (the 
remaining 24 percent of KCEN-TV’s total) have usable, though less 
than-perfect, reception of CBS television programs from KRLD-TY 
or KTBC-TV. 

Thus you will see that while KCEN-TV might at first blush appear 
io make a good case for affiliation on the basis of its circulation, when 
duplication with the existing affiliates in Dallas and Austin are elimi- 
nated, plain, ordinary economic business judgment compels us to 
deny an affiliation. After weighing these factors, along with such 
factors as television-set ownership, buying power, importance of 
market, familiarity of the station city to advertising time buyers, the 
strength of competing television signals and the probable circulation 
we would have throughout the area, we decided the number of homes 

hich would be added by KCEN-TYV, the salability of the market and 
the wasteful duplication in the areas already receiving good television 
service would not justify affiliation of KCEN-TV. 

While all this description of the factors which govern our determi- 
nations concerning affiliations may seem rather detailed, I can assure 
you that I have really oversimplified it and have only scratched the 
surface. But I do hope that I have said enough to indicate to you the 
basic fact which I want to drive home—that is, that we must do the 
best possible job in putting together a network and that this best 
possible job can be done only by careful, conscientious and reasonably 
scientific decisions on our part in respect of each proposed affiliation. 

48550—54——64 
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And I hope that what I have said indicates to you that it is a complex, 
delicate and difficult job to which we bring to bear the careful thought 
and skills of many departments in the CBS television organization— 
engineering, research, station relations and sales. 

I hope further that I have been able to indicate to you, therefore, 
that these difficult and in many ways unique business judgments 
which we must make go to the heart of networking. ‘They simply do 
not lend themselves to broad and arbitrary formulas imposed from 
without. I do not believe that this is an appropriate area for Govern- 
ment regualtion. For the Congress or the Commission to intervene 
in this field to command with whom networks should affiliate, and 
when and how many and in what circumstances, is to interpose the 
Government in what will inevitably be a morass of the most detailed 
business regulation and a substitution of Government fiat for what has 
been, and must be, careful business discertion. 

Before turning to some of the particular proposals for network 
regulation in the field of affiliations, however, I would like to treat as 
briefly as I can two other topics which seem to me from reading the 
testimony up to now to have played a substantial part in the notion 
that there ought to be some regulation in this field. The first is the 
concept, usually implicit but sometimes explicitly stated in these hear- 
ings, that a station cannot survive unless it has a network affiliation. 

I must confess that quite naturally I am delighted that what CBS 
television has to offer is considered to be so desirable that it is a matter 
of life or death for a station to get it. I must also confess that I find 
that the facts compel me to deny that there is a full measure of truth 
in the concept that we are indispensable to the success of a station. 

It is a little hard for me to come before you and state publicly that 
we are not quite as invaluable as some people say we are. But I 
think that that is the fact. 

First, and this is something which is particularly true of some of the 
stations whose representatives have appeared before you, an affiliation 
with CBS television is by no means a guaranty of financial success 
for the station. While some stations in major markets form a “basic 
required group” which an advertiser who wishes to use the CBS tele- 
vision network must buy, this group obviously cannot include stations 
insmaller markets. For the latter type of station, the advertiser has 
an option of picking any one or more. 

Therefore, in order for an affiliation with such an “optional” station 
to ripen into any programing or economic return for the station, there 
is still the not inconsiderable problem of getting the advertiser to 
order that station. The mere fact that we affiliated with such a 
station does not mean that the advertiser will order it automatically. 
I think we find vivid illustration of this in the fact that, as I have 
already pointed out, we have on our network rate card some 22 affil- 
iates in small markets which average only about 2 hours of commer- 
cial business a week. 

Second, it is unpleasant for me as a network spokesman to have to 
remind you that networks are not the only sources of programs. The 
number of outisde packagers making films for television is legion and 
is increasing. Some managements of local stations, with ingenuity, 
imagination, and drive, have found that they have a real role to play 
in the community and can build up an important and loyal audience 
through local live programing as well. 
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Many radio stations have been exceedingly prosperous without net- 
work programs; some of these nonnetwork stations have earned far 
higher profits than the network affiliates in the same city. While the 
problem may be somewhat more difficult at this stage of television’s 
development, we are certain that there are nonnetwork television sta- 
tions that have done well financially without a network. Certainly it 
takes more work for a station which does not rely on a network, 
It is far easier to patch in the network and have a full day and a full 
night’s programing. I do not blame stations for preferring that course 
of life. I would myself. In fact, we try our best to make this an 
attractive way of life. But it is well to emphasize that perhaps there 
s a substitute of self-reliance, good management, and plain hard 
work. 

There is another premise which is, I believe, wholly false, and yet 
which has apparently loomed large in the thinking of some who have 
appe sared before you. I think it is clear not only from the testimony in 
these hearings but from some of the comments which have been made 
outside these hearings, that some of these proposals for network regu- 
lation have been colored and have been rationalized by the demagogic 
slogan that something ought to be done, that anything is justified, be- 
cause there is a monopoly. CBS and NBO, it is said, are a “monopoly.” 
And I must say that I find it extremely disturbing to read that this 
charge has been made publicly and in the context of these heari ings by 
one of the very people, an experienced lawyer, who, as a member of the 
FCC, sits in judgment on us in determining whether or not our appli- 
cations for licenses should be granted and renewed. 

Yet by no stretch of the imagination can the word “monopoly” be 
accurately aplied tous. I have asked our lawyers what a monopoly is. 
‘They tell me that the law says that where facts like those here are 
involved, mere size is not an offense against the antitrust laws unless 
it does amount to a monopoly. And there is no monopoly at least un- 
til a single entity in an industry controls more than two-thirds of 
the market. 

As exhibit LX clearly shows, it is obvious that CBS television does 
not control anywhere near two-thirds of the market—even if the mar- 
ket is defined as merely limited to network billings—without taking 
into account other competing methods by which the national ad- 
vertiser advertises his products either through television or through 
other media. 

Senator Porrer. Exhibit No. [X will be made a part of the official 
files of the committee. 

Mr. Stanton. The gross billings of CBS television network fall 
far short of two-thirds of the total television network billings. It is 
a travesty of reality to lump the gross billings of the CBS television 
network with the NBC television network in order to justify this mo- 
nopoly charge. I would suppose that no fact in the broadcasting 
industry is better known than the intense—and that word is an under- 
statement—competition between CBS and NBC. We fight each 
other—we fight each other hard—and we never stop fighting. We try 
to take audience from NBC, programs from NBC, advertisers from 
NBC, stations from NBC. They try to take them from us. While 
sometimes some people think that the competition between us is so 
bitter that it becomes absurd, I have never heard anybody say there 
is not enough of it. And I believe that this intense competition, 
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despite what some people may have thought are excesses, has kept us 
all on our toes and has benefited the public in terms of the programs 
and the services which they have received. 

Because these issues of monopoly have been raised, I believe it 
would be useful to trace as rapidly as possible just how the networks 
got where they did in this competitive race. The fact is that there is 
nothing sinister about it. In the customary and natural way which 
prevails both in American business and in track meets, it is nothing 
more than the race going to the swift. 

Let me start at the beginning. Television networking is not very 
old; it goes back only to 1948. Each of the present four television 
networks were in business then. That is an important fact, because 
this is not a case of a latecomer trying to get into a closed market. As 
a matter of fact, 1 note with interest that the Du Mont network testi- 
mony claims that Du Mont itself was the first actually to engage in 
television networking. 

At the end of the first quarter of 1949—the first days of television 
networking—the position of the four networks in terms of gross 
billings was this: 

The network gross billings of NBC for that quarter were just a 
little over $1 million; the gross billings of CBS were $431,000, the 
gross billings of ABC were $51,000; and the gross billings of Du Mont 
were $250,000. 

As you will see from exhibit LX, for 1949 there was no very great 
dollar difference between the network billings, and the combined total 
billings of CBS, ABC, and Du Mont were less than NBC alone. 
Although CBS was second, it was not a very good second. The gross 
billings of NBC for the third quarter of 1950 were a little under $4.5 
million: the gross billings of CBS were a little over $1.5 million; the 
gross billings of ABC were just under a million, and the gross billings 
of Du Mont during that period and in fact during the whole year were 
not reported. Thereafter, the gross billings of NBC and CBS televi- 
sion rose very rapidly with CBS finally passing NBC in the second 
quarter of 1953. The two other networks also rose, although far less 
rapidly and now ABC is beginning to outstrip Du Mont. 

We all started from scratch. I don’t know what the facilities of the 
other networks were back in 1949 and 1950. But I do know that we 
certainly were no giants of the television earth then; at the end of 
1949, our personnel devoted to television network broadcasting num- 
bered 409; we had only 4 studios and only 17 cameras. 

There was no magic which accounts for the way these lines rise 
on the graph. There was nothing but the hardest kind of work, the 
most courageous kind of investment in plant, facilities, talent, and 
creative programing; there was the most vigorous pavement pound- 
ing and the hardest kind of selling. This is a business in which there 
are no free rides; you must spend money to make money, and you 
must work awfully hard at it to boot. We made tremendous invest- 
ments in programing and in such plants as Television City in Holly- 
wood. Those who were more cautious, or less courageous, thought 
we were foolish and extravagant. But we took the chance where some 
of tive others did not. And it paid off—as this chart shows. Some of 
the others who made no such investment and had no such courage 
now complain that we should get no return on our investment in order 
to cut us down to their level. 


Mdina 
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It is important for this subcommittee and the public to realize that 
ve invested over $43 million in television prior to 1952 before we got 
back a single penny in profits. And CBS television did this under 
. handicap that was unique among the four networks. It is an estab- 
lished fact that the backbone of profits in the television broadcasting 
usiness is not networking at all, but in the profits from station 
ownership. 

Even today, despite our enormous investments and enormous ex- 
penditures, the profits attributable to television networking are rela- 
tively modest. While we are not privy to the profits of individual 
stations, I am sure that it would be very easy for us to pick three 
ndependent stations affiliated with us whose combined profits in 1953 
exceeded the profits of the entire networking operation of CBS 
television. 

Yet, despite the importance to a network of owning stations, in 
ierms of revenues, CBS television, alone among the 4 networks, only 
owned 1 station until 1951, and even now we own only 3, with a 
minority interest in 2 others. Du Mont owns and has owned 3 from 
the beginning; NBC and ABC each owns and has owned 5. 

We were under another important financial disadvantage: We were 

of the 2—A BC was the other—of the 4 networks which did not have 
the immense financial advantage of being in the television receiver 
manufacturing field during these critical formative years of television 
broadcasting. It is also a well known fact that until 1952, it was not 
the television broadcaster but the set manufacturer who reaped the 
profits from television. 

I call to your attention a few interesting facts which we havegleaned 
from the annual reports of Du Mont, which now urges that our tele- 
ision network should be cut down to its size. In 1948, Du Mont, 
whose business was exclusively in television—manufacturing and 
roadcasting—earned net profits of $2,700,000—when television bro: id- 
casters were losing their shirts. In 1950 its gross income exceeded 
$76 million. Its current assets exceeded $31 million and its net 
earnings after taxes were just short of $7 million. In that year 1 
note that the net e: irnings of the entire operations of CBS were only 
4,100,000. 

So Du Mont, which now advances these drastic proposals, was hardly 
i little business which was struggling along at a loss in television. Its 
profits from television were very substantial. What ac tually happened 
was that it chose for reasons of its own not to take its profits from tele- 
vision manufacturing and invest them in network broadcastinge— 
while we, with no television manufacturing profits, and no television 
station ownership profits, did invest in network broadcasting. I find 
the policy adopted by Du Mont stated in its 1952 annual report, in 
vhich it is said that the “primary aims” of Du Mont “are maximum 
service and volume from advertisers within the structure of divisional 
operation at a profit.” 

I think that one can find a rather vivid illustration of the attitude 
of DuMont—its unwillingness to take the risks and make the invest- 
ments and do the job which some of the rest of us in the early days 
took and did—in Du Mont’s Pittsburgh story. For a number of years, 
beginning on January 11, 1949, Du Mont had about the purest monop- 
oly in the broade asting business; it had the only television station in 
Pittsburgh—the sixth “largest market in the country, and the largest 
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single station market. And yet despite the obligations that one would 
think would be accepted by the only television broadcaster in such a 
large community—the obligations to serve the local needs of the com- 
munity—it was not until November 1950, when there were about 
140,000 receivers in the market that Du Mont’s Pittsburgh station even 
got around to acquiring a single live studio camera. Bear in mind too 
in relation to that fact that Du Mont manufactured studio cameras 
and equipment at the time. 

I think that these contentions that the Congress should now inter- 
vene to bring other networks down to the level of Du Mont must be 
judged in the light of these facts. It seems to me wholly inconsistent 
with the principles of American free competitive enterprise, that cir- 
cumstances such as these warrant Government intervention to induce 
artificial equality by reducing all to the lowest common denominator. 

Because the short of it—and I think that this conclusion is inevi- 
table—is that the proponent of these suggestions does not like and does 
not want competition at all. Under the guise of equalizing competi- 
tion, it wants to discourage competition by depriving those who have 
competed from the fruits of their successful competition. It chose 
not to start running at post time; now it wants to start the race all over 
again by bringing everybody back to its position behind the field. And 
it asks the Government to do that job for it. 

And I would call to this subcommittee’s attention that there is 
nothing in the present affiliation agreements which would prevent any 
network, old or new, from making ¢ a good try at entering the race now. 
It is important to recall that even ‘where ‘a network has a primary 
affiliation, which gives it option time during certain hours on the 
affiliated station, no other network may be precluded from that option 
time. 

The Commission’s network regulations specifically provide that no 
option time given to a network is good against any other network. 
Experience shows that where a network does a good job of producing 
outstanding programs and a good job of selling itself to advertisers 
and to stations, there is an opportunity to come in even on stations 
which have primary affiliations with a competing network. CBS 
t2levision’s programs are accepted on a number of primary affiliates of 
NBC; and vice versa. ABC, too, has managed in the last year to 
gain time during our option hours for some of its programs on our 
primary affiliates. 

With these facts as background, let me turn specifically to the pro- 
posals which have been made under the guise of helping UHF 
stations. 

First is the proposal—referred to as Du Mont plan A—that in 
each of the first hundred cities where there are less than four VHF 
stations the networks should be compelled to take turns in selecting 
UHF affiliates. As I understand the proposal, it would work out 
something like this, using the city rankings selected by Du Mont: 

In each of the first 3 cities there are 4 or more VHF stations. 
Accordingly, each of the four networks could have a VHF affiliate 
in each of those cities. 

In Philadelphia there are 8 VHF stations and 3 UHF stations so 
that networks 1, 2, and 3 could have a VHF affiliate and network 4 
would be compelled to take a UHF affiliate; in Boston there will be 
3 VHF stations and 4 UHF stations. Networks 1, 2, and 4 this time 


ee a 








STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 1005 


could have a VHF affiliate and network 3 would be required to take 
1 of the UHF stations as an affiliate; in Detroit there are 3 VHF 
stations and 2 UHF stations. Networks 1, 3, and 4 could affiliate with 
the VHF stations and network 2 could be compelled to affiliate with a 
UHF station; in Pittsburgh there will be 3 VHF stations and 3 UHF 
stations. Network 1 would be required to take a UHF station as an 
affiliate and networks 2, 3, and 4 could affiliate with VHF stations. 
The same procedure would be followed in each of the remaining 93 
cities. 

It seems to me that the difficult and exacting task of putting to- 
gether a network hardly lends itself to a procedure of choice:by lot. 
But in any event, the proposal is unwise, impractical, and unsound, It 
creates an apparent present equality by taking away the advantages 
which have been earned. In some instances stations would be de- 
prived of their present desirable network affiliations for the benefit of 
other stations in their own communities and would be required to 
accept network programs which they believe to be less desirable than 
those furnished by the network of their choice. In other instances, 
networks would be deprived of affiliations which they had obtained 


through free competition. 


As a matter of fact, under the Du Mont plan A, in those cities 
where there are less than four VHF stations, competition among 
networks for affiliates and among stations for network affiliations 
would be seriously restricted. For example, in Philadelphia none of 
the three VHF stations could compete for an affiliation with net- 
work 4, in my earlier example, because network 4 would be obligated 
to affiliate with a UHF station in Philadelphia. 

Even more important is the threat, inherent in Du Mont plan A to 
the survival of live network television itself. This is a subject with 
which I shall deal in more detail in connection with my discussion of 
S. 3456—the bill which proposes to license networks. Suffice it to say 
here that Du Mont plan A, by making it impossible for any network 
to offer to an advertiser the largest possible circulation—and by neces 
sarily excluding him from a substantial portion of television homes in 
a number of important markets—may well drive some advertisers 
either away from network use or away from television altogether. 

The same objections obtain to an even greater degree to Du Mont 
plan B, the remarkable proposal that each station must relinquish on 
demand of a network 25 percent of its network class A time, 25 percent 
of its network class B time and 25 percent of its network class C 
time to the network which makes the demand. This is not competi- 
tion; this is not free enterprise. This is the antithesis of both. 

This radical proposal turns its back on the basic concept which has 
always controlled: The Commission itself has always insisted that 
a broadcasting licensee must, to perform his statutory obligation to 
operate in the public interest, exercise his own judgment in deciding 
what programs to accept and what programs to reject. Yet this pro- 
posal is directly contrary to the established principle of licensee re 
sponsibility. It would force the licensee, in picking programs from 
one network to take an equal percentage of programs from each other 
network regardless of the relative desirability and content of those 
programs, 

This not only would destroy the entire concept of licensee respon- 
sibility but it would inevitably redound to the disadvantage of the 
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public by forcing down its throat whatever the law says that station 
has to take. To determine how this would ignore public tastes and 
preferences, one need only turn to those cities where each of the net- 
works has a VHF outlet—where, in other words, in terms of station 
facilities, each is competing on an equal basis, and where the public 
thus has an opportunity most clearly to indicate its choice among the 
network stations. Consistently the network programs of one net- 
work far surpass the popularity of the programs of another net- 
work by huge margins. There the public makes its own choice. But 
under this proposal of requiring each station to divide its time among 
the networks, where there are not four VHF stations, the public choice 
is ignored; instead the viewer would be required to look at the pro- 
grams for which the same public in another area has expressed little 
enthusiasm. 

Du Mont plan B, like Du Mont plan A, also gravely threatens the 
very future of live television networking—and television itself—by 
driving advertisers to seek other means of advertising. 

I would like also to comment on S. 3456. On its face this bill is a 
simple one, providing for the licensing of networks. But since the 
Commission already exercises rather considerable powers over the net- 


works through its licensing of the stations owned by networks, as well - 


as through its licensing of stations affiliated with networ ks, the impli- 
cations of 5. 3456 are rather large. 

In effect, it would license anyone entering into the business of net- 
working irrespective of the fact that that network owns no stations 
and thus makes no use of any portion of the spectrum. And it is the 
use of the spectrum which has always provided the basis in law for 
licensing of broadcasters. This concept is abandoned by S. 3456— 
which thus enters into a novel and dubious realm. Perhaps the bill 
can most clearly be viewed as though it proposed to license a network 
as a supplier of programing m: iterial—just as do film producers, in- 
dependent program packagers, or advertising agencies which produce 
programs. 

This I believe is an extreme concept and we have a number of 
comments about it. But I think that for the present I should limit 
my comments here to the particular context of these hearings—that 
is in the context of the regulation of network affiliations. 

If the bill is designed to empower the Commission to require net- 
works to supply particular stations with programs or is designed to 
require stations to give up particular portions of their time to each 
network, this is an extremely radical proposal. Constitutional prob- 
lems of free speech are involved. Keeping in mind that this is an 
attempt to regulate networks per se and wholly apart from station 
licensing, it is no different from saying that newspaper wire services 
or newspaper syndicates should be licensed in order to permit a rule 
which would provide that if a newspaper chose to carry AP dispatches, 
it must carry UP and INS dispatches, or if it chose to carry Walter 
Winchell, it must also carry Drew Pearson, Walter Lippmann, and 
Leonard Lyons. 

I cannot. believe that such a proposal can be seriously considered. 
After all, television and radio are media of communication and in- 
formation. Any regulation of networks is necessarily a regulation 
of freedom of speech, There has been no showing that so extreme 2 
proposal is required in the public interest. 
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I hope that my testimony up to this point has made it clear why 
ve believe so strongly that in any event proposals to regulate affilia- 
ions, at least in the form and the substance in which they have been 
resented so far, present extremely serious threats to television net- 
orking as we know it. They are attempts to solve a relatively 
mited, albeit serious, problem; but they have within them the seeds 
of total destruction of television networking. For if the advertiser 
finds that no network can give him substantially full circulation on 
, national basis, he will either turn away from television altogether, 
or he will turn to film programs placed on a spot or market-by-market 
basis, simply choosing in each market that station which will give 

im the largest circulation. 

This will hardly help the weaker stations; the business will flow 
more swiftly to the stronger stations. And it will destroy all of net- 
working, whether by C BS television or by any of the other networks. 
With such destruction all of live networking is likely to disappear— 

not only the great live entertainment programs but also the program 

vhich can only be done live: The public events, the conventions, and 
those other types of programs which have become so much a part of 
American social and political life but which by themselves cannot 
economically justify the maintenance of a network. 

Further, proposals such as this may well critically weaken television 
as an advertising medium. As I have described to you in some de- 
tail, it is the cost per thousand which is so important to an advertiser. 
If perfaree we limit an advertiser’s potential circulation, inevitably 
his cost per thousand increases. And if that cost per thousand does 
nerease, it is also inevitable that, short of national spot purchases— 
P ‘lacement of film on an individual-station basis, without networking— 

he advertiser may well find television broadcasting uneconomical and 
hence at least some advertising dollars will flow to competing adver- 
tising media. That will not ‘help UHF stations either; but it will 
critically hurt all of television. 

These proposals, thus gravely endangering all of television net 
working, also threaten to abort the newest and most exc iting develop- 
ment inthis art—color. It costs a station only about $25,000 to $30 000 
to equip itself to carry network color broadcasts. But it costs many 
times that for a station to equip itself to originate local live color 
broadeasts. I have heard of only a handful of stations which have 
immediate plans to broadcast live local programs. 

Thus at least at the outset, and for a considerable time to come, it 
will be the networks which will bear almost the entire burden of get- 
ting color television started. This, too, will cost an immense amount 
of money. It is costing us a million and a half dollars to equip and 
prepare a single studio in New York City for the origination of net- 
work color broadeasts. 

If networks do not make these expenditures and accept the heavy 
burden of broadcasting color—as CBS television and NBC are now 
doing—color will be indefinitely delayed. And the public will be 
deprived of this important new dimension in television. Yet net 


works could hardly afford these tremendous investments, if, through 
these proposals, advertisers were driven away from use of television 
networks. 

In sum, the problems which this subcor mittee faces are complex 
That is in 


nd vexing; they lend themselves to no easy solution. 
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herent in the television business and networking, which themselves 
are exceedingly complex and difficult. 

It is just for such reasons that I urge most vigorously that the 
emotions and tribulations of the moment not tempt us to seek short- 
sighteti‘cures. Let us not throw out the baby with the bath water. 

I hope I have made it clear how strongly I hold the conviction that 
some of these proposals are just that—that in the excitement of the 
moment and probably with the best of good intentions, those who 
think they would save themselves may well destroy television. Sober 
second thought would help. Television has come a long way in a 
very short time. I can find nothing in our economic history which 
matches the rapid and dramatic growth of television. Television has 
still further to go—much and with color there are new op- 
portunities and new horizons. 

Intemperate or hasty proposals should not be permitted to cut short 
the life of television even before its prime. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Stanton, that was a very informative and com- 
prehensive statement. 

I wish to state that I recognize how difficult it is to give a statement 
of that length. You have words floating in front of your eyes after 
a while. 

You have covered many of the questions that I had in mind, and I 
have no questions at this time. 

I originally announced that we would recess until Wednesday 
afternoon. However, if we are able to secure a committee room we will 
try to hold them Monday or Tuesday. If we can find out tomorrow, 
we will notify you. 

If there is no announcement until tomorrow, the hearings will not 
be held until Tuesday. If you do not hear by Monday, they will be 
held on Wednesday. 

Congress appropriates money for buildings downtown but we never 
have enough space for our committee assignments. 

We will stand adjourned until further notice. 

(Whereupon, at 5:39 p. m., the subcommittee stood in recess until 
further notice.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 22, 1954 


Unirep States SENATE, 

SuBcoMMItTrer No. 2 on COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 

CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 1:30 p. m., pursuant to recess, In room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter, chairman of the sub- 
ommittee, presiding. 
| President: Senators Potter (chairman of the subcommittee) and 
Bowring. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk, and Nick Zapple, 
ounsel for the subcommittee, 

Senator Porrrr. The subcommittee will come to order. 

At the opening of this phase of the hearing, I want to state for the 
record the extreme regret that I, personally, have, and some in the sub- 

ommittee, for the passing of one of our members of the subcommittee, 
Senator Lester C. Hunt. I think he had as many friends in the Senate 
is any Member has, and all of us regret his passing. 

I know that he was deeply concerned with the problems that are 
now being heard by this subcommittee, and we will miss his wisdom 
ind his encouragement and clear thinking. He was a tower of strength 
for all of us. 

In spite of his busy schedule, Senator Hunt spent a great deal of 
his time and energy during the past week attending these hearings. 

I am sorry the hearings were postponed yesterday, but it was done 
nit of respect for Senator Hunt. I want to read into the record at this 
time a telegram I received from Mr. P. A. Sugg, WK Y—-TV, Oklahoma 
City, Okla. : 

Senator Porter, 
Senate Office Building: 

Upon my arrival in St. Louis, I learned that Senator Hunt had passed away 
ind, therefore, when the Senate subcommittee No. 2 is called together Monday, 
I suggest for your consideration that on behalf of the VHF informal group we 
suggest that you ask those present to stand in silence 1 minute to the memory 
‘f the late Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunt, while seriously ill, spent a great deal of his time and energy 
this past week in determining the merit of issues before your committee. His 
questions were motivated by his interest in providing television service to the 
majority of the people in the country, and it is our opinion our country, as well 
as its television stations, should mourn for the loss of a great American. 

This may be entered as a part of the record if you desire or deem appropriate. 

A similar wire has been directed to his widow's address. 
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I think the wire is entirely appropriate and, while I don’t think we 
need stand, we will observe one minute of silent prayer for Senator 


Hunt. 


(At this point an observance of one minute of silence was entered 
into in memory of the late Senator Hunt.) 

When we concluded Friday, we had concluded all the witnesses 
scheduled with the exception of NBC’s participation, and we are 
happy today that Mr. Heffernan, of NBC, is with us. That will con- 
clude the regular schedule of witnesses. However, we agreed to allow 
a rebuttal statement to be made by a representative of the UHF and a 
further rebuttal statement to be made by a representative of VHF, 
and the two commissioners will have an opportunity to present their 
views, if they so desire. 

Before Mr. Heffernan presents his statement, I would like to submit 
for the record statements from the following: 

Mr. S. Payson Hall, Meredith Publishing Co., Des Moines, Iowa; 

Mr. Otto P. Brandt, vice president and general manager, King 
Broadcasting Co., Seattle, Wash.; 

The Crosley Broadcasting Corp., WLWT, Cincinnati, Ohio; 

Philip Merryman, Southern Connecticut & Long Island Television 
Corp., WICC-TV, Bridgeport, Conn. ; 

UHF Stations WNOW-TV, and WSBA-TV, York, Pa., and 
WCMB-TV and WHIP-TY, Harrisburg, Pa.; and 

Dr. Allen .B. DuMont, president, Allen B. DuMont Laboratories, 
Inc., Clifton, N. J. 


(The statements referred to are as follows:) 
STATEMENT OF S. Payson HALL, MEREDITH PUBLISHING Co., Des Morngs, Iowa 


I am S. Payson Hall and I am appearing on behalf of Meredith Publishing 
Co., of which I am the director of radio and television, as well as treasurer. 

Through its subsidiaries, Meredith Publishing Co. is the owner of television 
and standard broadcast stations located in Syracuse, N. Y.; Omaha, Nebr.; 
Phoenix, Ariz. ; and Kansas City, Mo. 

Meredith Publishing Co. has a long and consistent record of serving the general 
public through’ mass communication media, supported in part by the sale of 
advertising. For over 50 years we have published Successful Farming, a farm 
service magazine with editorial devoted entirely to the business of farming and 
the art of farm living. For more than 30 years we have published Better 
Homes and Gardens magazine, now serving over 4 million reader families with 
editorial material dedicated entirely to better homes and better family living. 

During 1947 and 1948 we made an intensive study of the potentialities for 
public service inherent in television. We also thoroughly investigated the sec- 
tions of the United States that we might be able to serve, having in mind the 
limitation on the number of stations that we could create or acquire. 

These studies and investigations culminated in the preparation and filing of 
several applications for television facilities. This work was done at very con 
siderable expense. We received one grant in Syracuse, N. Y., and the remainder 
were held up by the freeze. 

It must be remembered that during the period of time I am discussing, the 
economic aspects of television were obscure beyond the fact that heavy operating 
losses were inevitable over an indefinite period. The establishment of a tele- 
vision station meant a tremendous original capital investment with no real 
assurance of any return on the investment, obsolescence was an immediate con- 
sideration, there were few receiving sets in existence, and sources and amount 
of revenue were indeterminable. A television enterprise had to be considered 
as highly speculative on purely business considerations. 

It is difficult indeed to recapture the atmosphere of those days, but there is 
no doubt as to the record: Comparatively few stations were actually established, 
and a large percentage of those stations were sold under distressed circum- 
stances. Some permits were abandoned. 
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Because of the freeze and of the delays inherent in the hearing process, we have 
subsequently been forced to follow the route of buying established television 
stations to fulfill our pioneer’s faith in the industry. 

The members of the subcommittee are quite familiar with the famous sixth 
report and order of the Federal Communications Commission in the matter of 
the amendment of section 3.606 et cetera of the Commission's Rules and Regu- 
ations. We believe that the sixth report and order, which was based upon sev- 
eral years’ hearings and earnest consideration by the Commission, is a sound 
jocument even in the posture of present day conditions. One of the most sig- 

ifieant findings of that report is that which declares that the utilization of the 
UHF spectrum is essential to a nationwide competitive television broadcasting 
system. 

"We see no technical method of eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF in 

e same market where there isn’t sufficient spectrum space in the VHF band 

{ frequencies. On the other hand we believe that there is sociological and 
economie necessity for such intermixture, because of the very necessity of estab 
shing a nationwide, competitive television broadcasting system 

We are opposed to any plan which would eliminate all the VHF channels and 

ermit television broadcasting only in the UHF spectrum. Wholly aside from 
fact that pioneers who really established television in the United States 
uld not be at this late date faced with an extreme penalty, it is obvious that 
tremendous investment of the citizens of the United States in all manner of 

Hl’ equipment should not be destroyed. There is simply no good reason to 

pport such a lethal proposal. 

rhere has been some suggestion that the service areas of VHF and. UHF sta 

ns should be reduced for the purpose of permitting the establishment of a 

irger number of stations. We believe that the Commission in its sixth report 
nd order provided for minimum service areas, and the implementation of this 
uggestion would only mean that rural dwellers in the fringe areas of television 
reception would be further penalized. 

In view of the necessity for an adequate national competitive television broad- 

asting service, it is obvious that every assistance should be made available to 
hose who have the courage and the pioneering spirit to render television service 
n the UHF spectrum. As I understand it, one of the problems in connection 

ith UHF coverage is the penetration of blank spots. I am advised that booster 
or satellite stations will be helpful in this connection, and therefore the Commis- 
sion may wish to consider instances in which their authorization is of particular 
mportance in the public interest. 

The Commission might well relax its policy with respect to authorizing micro- 
wave relay links between the station transmitter and a program source, such 
is a network interconnection point. 

We suggest that the Federal Communications Commission permit UHF per- 
nittees or licensees to apply for modification of their permits or licenses to change 
toa VHF channel if such a channel should become available. 

I can well understand the emotions of many UHF operators throughout the 
United States in the light of my own miszivings when we invested great sums of 
our company’s resources to establish a television station in Syracuse, N. Y., with 
no real assurance of financial return. We undertook this risk in the spirit of 
American free enterprise. Now, as then, I believe it extremely difficult to 

rrive at a program of subsidy without doing violence to the fabric of our free 
enterprise system and a disservice to the objective of such subsidy. 


STATEMENT OF Orto P. BRANDT, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF KING 
BROADCASTING Co., SEATTLE, WASH. 


Iam Otto P. Brandt and I am appearing on behalf of King Broadcasting Co., 
licensee of KING—TY, Seattle, Wash. I am vice president and general manager 
of King Broadcasting Co. 

KING-—TYV is one of the oldest television stations in the United States. For 
many years it was the only television station throughout the entire Pacific 
Northwest. When the station was established there were no receivers in the area, 
and for a long while thereafter the number of receiving sets available was 
extremely limited. This lack of set circulation rendered the station unattractive 
to commercial advertisers and, as a result, the station operated at a constant 


loss 
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The first owner sold the station to the present owner during this critical period 
of time. The present owner acquired the station with full knowledge of operat- 
ing losses and with complete awareness of the necessity for large additional 
investments and with no real assurance that the station ever would be profitable. 

It is our feeling that anything that is for the overall good of television reacts to 
the benefit of KING-TV. We are anxious to see television develop to maturity 
and achieve its full position on the American scene. We cannot agree however, 
that the present plight of some television operators justifies Government subsidy, 
in effect, any more than at the similar distressed conditions of the pioneer 
VHF television broadcasters. 

We see no method of eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF in the same 
market where there is not sufficient spectrum space in the VHF band of 
frequencies. The matter of providing additional VHF spectrum space is de- 
serving of the most serious consideration and study. 

The present VHF band should not be disturbed. There is simply no adequate 
reason to move the VHF stations to the UHF band. The American public has 
a huge investment in VHF receiving and associated equipment. This investment 
should not be destroyed. The UHF station operators include the pioneers who 
really took the risk and established television in this country. Furthermore, 
such a move would run contrary to public interest in an area such as Seattle 
where the hilly terrain in heavily populated areas makes high frequency tele- 
vision reception extremely difficult. 

Another proposal is made that service areas be reduced to permit more sta- 
tions in the VHF band. In its sixth report and order the Commission provided 
for minimum service areas. The reduction of these service areas would only 
result in injury to rural dwellers. 

We believe that every proper assistance should be given those who desire to 
establish stations in the UHF band. For example, the Commission might well 
authorize in proper cases the use of booster or satellite stations and it also might 
authorize intercity relays for program transmission to be operated by UHF 
stations. 

The Congress might still afford some relief in the form of elimination of the 
10 percent excise tax on the UHF receiving sets and components. 

The Federal Communications Commission in its proposed rulemaking of 
December 23, 1953, in effect recommends that any party may own, in addition 
to 5 VHF stations, 2 UHF stations. This is a step in the right direction as 
something of a premium is afforded to the UHF stations in that those who 
desire to expand, have a greater opportunity in the UHF spectrum. 

The Federal Communications Commission might well take another look at 
its procedural rules with the thought that UHF permittees or lincensees will be 
permitted to apply for modification of their permits or licenses to change to a 
VHF channel if such a channel should become available. 

It is not difficult to appreciate the emotions of many UHF operators through- 
out the United States. We too had our misgivings when we appropriated large 
sums of our company’s assets to continue operation of KING—TV when the losses 
were substantial and the future bleak. We undertook this risk in a spirit of 
American free enterprise. Sometimes these ventures succeed and sometimes 
they fail. 

It is extremely difficult to resort to a program of subsidy without endangering 
our free competitive system. 





STATEMENT BY THE CROSLEY BROADCASTING CorP. 


The Crosley Broadcasting Corp. submits respectfully for the record of this 
hearing basic information regarding its development of four television proper- 
ties, WLS-T, Cincinnati, WLW-D, Dayton, WLW-C, Columbus; and WLW-A, 
Atlanta, now VHF channels 5, 2, 4, 11, respectively. 

The activities of Crosley in the field of television broadcasting commenced 
as early as April 1937 when it began experimentation relating to equipment 
design and development, leading to the establishment February 1, 1939, of a 
regular television division in its engineering department. On February 3, 1939, 
Crosley filed its first application for a construction permit for an experimental 
television broadcast station, receiving a grant on August 28, 1940, with the call 
letters WSXCT. Even before this date, as early as April 26, 1939, Crosley gave 
public demonstrations of the use of television equipment with wire rather than 
wireless transmission. 
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Crosley’s WLW-T, Cincinnati, was not only the first commercial television 
broadcast station in the State of Ohio, but also the first in the area served by 
WLW radio, including Indiana, Kentucky, and West Virginia, the application 
for same being filed originally on November 15, 1944, with the original grant 
to Crosley dated November 21, 1946. 

Crosley filed the original application for a television station in Dayton on 
February 26, 1945, the grant being received from the Commission April 4, 1947. 

Crosley’s WLW-C was the first station in Columbus, Ohio. The applica- 
tion was filed on January 2, 1945 and the grant received November 21, 1946. 

To construct these 3 television stations, Crosley expended $1,939,723.77, exclud- 
ing here the man-hours of its staff and its legal fees. The capital investment to 
November 30, 1953, for these stations totaled $2,608,692.34. 

The operating losses of these three stations amounted to $1,642,129.75 before 
the first dollar profit was realized. The Cincinnati station was operated at a 
loss from the first broadcast, February 9, 1948, (Cincinnati had but 1,300 TV 
receivers at that time) to November 1, 1950, losses totaling $951,920.70. The 
Columbus station was operated at a loss from the first broadcast, April 4, 1949 
(then only 2,000 TV receivers in Columbus), to November 1, 1950, losses 
amounting to $371,534.15. The Dayton station was operated at a loss of $318,- 
674.90 from beginning of operations, March 15, 1949 (then only 4,000 TV re- 
ceivers in Dayton), to November 1, 1950. Actually, the losses experienced were 
much greater than set out above in view of the fact that early development costs 
and initial television broadcasting expenses were borne largely by WLW radio. 

Following the original construction and upon receipt of show cause orders 
following the Commission’s sixth report and order, Crosley spent in total $200,- 
000 in making channel changes and another $300,000 to increase power to maxi- 
mum with new high-gain antennas in Cincinnati, Dayton, and Columbus. 

Since the initial broadcasts on these three stations, Crosley has pioneered in 
the extension of operating schedules and has invested hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in program development. 

To bring the best talent and special events to its viewers, Crosley spent 
$128,560 from March 11, 1949, to June 27, 1951, to construct and operate its own 
microwave relay system in the absence of regular Bell System relay and cable 
service. 

In addition to the aforementioned expenditures to stimulate an interest in 
television and, therefore, the purchase of receivers by the public, Crosley ex- 
pended in 1 promotion alone, $48,000 in staging a 3-way TV jubilee in each city, 
Cincinnati, Dayton, and Columbus. All TV set manufacturers participated in 
the promotion to make the public more television conscious. Yet all costs were 
borne by the Crosley Broadcasting Corp. 

As the result of such aggressive leadership, these 3 cities (as of March 1954) 
have a higher percentage of set saturation than has Chicago, not only a much 
larger city but one having 4 TV stations. 

On February 11, 1953, Crosley purchased WLTV, Atlanta, Ga. (then VHF 
channel 8, now 11), from Broadcasting, Inc., at a cost of $1,450,000. 

Immediately, Crosley invested $136,000 in program development and as of 
April 18, 1958, lengthened its programing schedule from 73 hours to 107 hours 
per week and opened its broadcast day at 9 a. m. rather than at 1:50 p. m., 
forcing the two competitive stations to commence early morning programing 
service. Again, Crosley has just recently extended its Atlanta schedule and is 
now broadcasting 114 hours a week and is signing on at 8 a. m. Monday through 
Friday. 

WLW-A was, and still is, without full Du Mont and ABC network service. 
The station is spending additional funds to bring such service from the networks 
through a costly cable arrangement. 

Capital investments for WLW-A have been considerable and will before long 
approach the total originally paid for the property. Investments include a new 
50-kilowatt transmitter and allied equipment, new studio equipment, a new 
studio building (under lease) and property for a new high tower, construction 
of which is the next step contemplated in improving the service of the station 
to the public. 

Exclusive of intercompany sales, in 15 months of operation, WLW-A has made 
a profit only 2 months, March 1954 amounting to $272.83, April 1954 amounting 
to $2,259.20. Yet capital investments will continue to be made, including the 
erection of a new tower of maximum height. Crosley has faith in Atlanta's 
future and as a company feels fiuancially able and competent to continue VHF 
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pioneering in that city, looking ahead to the time when it will prove to be a 
profitable operation. 

In summary, before Crosley made a profit on any of its television operations, 
it sustained total losses of $1,642,129.75, excluding Atlanta. In spite of these 
losses, it made capital investments, beyond the initial construction costs 
($1,939,723.77), of $668,968.57. 

In the opinion of Crosley and in view of this record, UHF development, of 
necessity, must undergo similar stages and must be in the hands of licensees 
of financial stability in order to bring it to the level which VHF enjoys today. 
Crosley is not acquainted with all other VHF operations but is familiar with 
scores of them and is aware of their experience of similar losses during the 
costly stages of development prior to the attainment of the present status of 
VHF. 

In the field of UHF, Crosley has granted the use of the tower of WLW-T to the 
Greater Cincinnati Educational Television Foundation for WCET, channel 48. 
It has also granted the use of a considerable portion of its transmitter building 
for this educational group and has contributed both air time (on WLW-T) and 
all production costs for a series of programs to promote this proposed UHI 
Station. 

Crosley has cooperated closely with UHF station WHIZ-TV, Zanesville, Ohio, 
and has, since that station commenced operations, cooperated with it in order 
that it might receive NBC program service directly from the tower of WLW-C, 
Columbus, even though Crosley’s Columbus station renders service to Zanesville. 

Additionally, we respectfully submit that in order to include and provide 
receiver facilities for UHF reception, we are informed that the manufacturing 
division of AVCO expended considerable sums in pioneering as early as 1950 in 
ultratuner converters and licensed two other companies to manufacture it. The 
manufacturing division, in company with other manufacturers, has incurred 
very substantial losses in order to further the ability of UHF stations to have 
available sets able to receive their transmissions. 

The policy of this company will continue to be one of the closest cooperation 
with UHF stations, both educational and commercial. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP MERRYMAN, SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT & LONG ISLAND TELI- 
vIsIon CorP., WICC-TV, CHANNEL 43, BripGePort, Conn. 


Time alone will not solve the television industry’s problems as the two major 
network officials and the VHF group contend. There are basic inequities in the 
allocations plan for national television and these inequities must be resolved if 
television broadcasting is to become a truly beneficial public service. Compe- 
tition between networks is not the primary basis of good public service. Com- 
petition must exist in the total area of television broadcasting and not just the 
limited area in which NBC and CBS compete. NBC and CBS compete for 
dominance in entertainment. Eloquent witness to this is NBC’s willingness to 
drop the Firestone Hour in favor of a program that would produce a higher 
audience rating. The real opponents of free private enterprise and the real 
pleaders for special privilege in these proceedings are those VHF broadcasters 
who insist the public interest would best be served by continuing their special 
privileges. They do not recognize the problem, therefore they cannot provide 
constructive solutions. The least they could have done would have been to 
endorse the use of directional antennas on VHF frequencies even though the 
use of such antennas may have encroached slightly on their coverage in com- 
munities beyond their own and they could have agreed it was in the public 
interest to limit the development of color television broadcasting until a better 
basis for competitive broadcasting had been worked out. The major networks 
and the VHF group have contended that more people would have television serv- 
ice by continuing the present system. I submit that the opposite is true and that 
if competitive conditions are provided such that each community throughout 
their land can have its own television station or sations more people will be 
provided with television service and a wider selection of television services. 

They say that VHF stations struggled through lean months and even years 
and if we UHF broadcasters are good Americans we would do the same. I 
wonder how long they would have continued to struggle if they could not see 4 
tiny glimmer of hope in the distance but on the contrary saw the flame of 
hope being gradually extinguished. They say that even VHF stations have 
failed and I submit, Mr. Chairman, that if a VHF station which competes 
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100 percent of the available audience could not succeed then how can a 
HF station which competes on the national average for less than 10 percent 
the audience possibly survive? It has been said here by these opponents 
competition that they would hate to be a Member of Congress of a mem- 
of the Federal Communications Commission should the 30 million families 
the United States learn that their television reception was to be tampered 
th. Mr. Chairman, we must also look at the problem from the possible 
ontext of history. Let us not, by failing to act now, make it possible fur 
me historian of the future to write “One of the great contributing factors to 
» extinction of a free society of men was their failure to utilize fully the new 
innels of public communication. In the United States toward the end of a 
vear period during which the people were led ever closer to socialism a few 
ple were allowed to monopolize television broadcasting. Thus the stage was 
for governmental control of this greatest public communications medium and 
he eventual rise of a dictatorial form of government.” 





STATEMENT ON BEHALF oF UHF Stations WNOW-TYV, anno WSBA-TYV, York, 
Pa., AND WCMB-TYV, ann WHP-TYV, Harrispure, Pa. 


This statement is being submitted on behalf of four UHF television permit- 
in York and Harrisburg, Pa. These permittees are: 
Helm Coal Co., permittee of WNOW-TYV, York, Pa. 
Susquehanna Broadcasting Co., permittee of WSBA-—TYV, York, Pa. 
Rossmoyne Corp., permittee of WCMB-TYV, Harrisburg, Pa. 
VHP, Inc., permittee of WHP-TV, Harrisburg, Pa. 
Except for WCMB-TV, which plans to commence operation in the near future. 
he above stations are in operation 
‘his subcommittee has already been told of the severe competitive disadvan- 
izes under which UHF television stations are laboring. We believe, however, 
at the subcommittee will be interested in the following example of how the 
Commission’s VHF allocations and rules can be and are being used, or rather, 
is we contend, misused, to place UHF stations at a further disadvantage and to 
d upon the early difficulties of UHF, monopolies which may become so en- 
renched that they cannot later be dislodged. 
York and Harrisburg, Pa., have been allocated UHF channels only. In fact 
the entire State of Pennsylvania is largely a UHF-only area. Of the 33 Pennsy!- 
inia cities which are listed in the Commission’s Table of Assignments only 7 
ve been allocated VHF channels. These are Philadelphia with 3 commercial 
HF channels, Pittsburgh with 2 commercial VHF channels; and Altoona, Erie, 
Irwin, Johnstown, and Lancaster with 1 VHF channel each. It is apparent 
hat if Pennsylvania is to enjoy competitive television, and especially if the ma- 
ority of Pennsylvania cities are to have their own television stations, DHF 
ust survive. It would seem also that UHF had a reasonable chance of survival 
Pennsylvania, particularly in York and Harrisburg, which are both sub- 
stantial UHF-only markets. However, a recent action by the Commission has 


reated a serious threat to UHF in both York and Harrisburg, as well as other 
Pennsylvania cities. 
Station WGAL-—TYV in Lancaster, Pa., was fortunate enough to obtain a VHF 
ssignment prior to the television freeze. Three of the five Harrisburg and York 
UHF stations werealso applicants for VHF stations in their respective cities 
rior to the freeze, but unlike WGAL-TV were held up in their VHF applica- 
tions because there were more applicants than channels in Harrisburg and 
York. The present ailocation plan, issued after the freeze, did not assign VHF 
hannels to Harrisburg and York, thereby making it necessary for the Harris- 
burg stations either to operate in UHF or forego bringing television to their 
ities. VHF, however, was continued in Lancaster by moving prefreeze channel 
‘ from York to Lancaster for use by WGAL—TV. Originally WGAL-TV oper- 
ited on channel 4 as a community station. 
Under the Commission's prefreeze rules television stations were divided into 
vo classes, metropolitan stations and community stations. A metropolitan sta- 
on was defined as being designed primarily to render service to a single metro- 
litan district or a principal city, and to the surrounding rural area. A com- 
inity station was defined as being designed primarily for rendering service to a 
small metropolitan district or principal city. Metropolitan stations were limited 
48550—54——65 























































1016 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


in their power and antenna height tu 50 kilowatts at 500 feet above average ter- 
rain. Higher antennas were permitted only with a reduction in power. Com- 
munity stations were limited to 1 kilowatt at 500 feet above average terrain. 
In its sixth report and order which terminated the freeze the Commission pro- 
posed to shift WGAL-—TYV to channel 8 under a special temporary authority, oper- 
ating with a relatively modest power and antenna height (7.2 kilowatts and 
270 feet above average terrain) from a site close to Lancaster. In connection 
with this change in frequency WGAL-—TYV filed an application for authority to 
increase its power and antenna height to the maximum permissible; that is, to 
316 kilowatts and 1,000 feet above average terrain, and to change its transmitter 
location. This application was granted January 28, 1954. The new transmitter 
location proposed by WGAL-—TYV is more than 15 miles closer to York, Pa., than 
its present transmitter site, almost 14 miles closer to Harrisburg, and more than 
16.5 miles more distant from Lancaster. As the following table shows, the pro- 
posed operation of WGAL-TYV will result in a substantial increase in the strength 
of the signals which will be received in York and Harrisburg, Pa. 


Ficld intensities delivered to the most distant parts of cities from station 
WGAL-TV, present and proposed 


| Decibel units] 


WGAL-TV 


City er eernes 
Present Proposed 
as |__| ____ 
York_. ands | 56. 2 | 104. 0 
Harrisburg , 48.1 90.8 
Lancaster . | 103. 6 92.5 


It will be noted that the WGAL-TY signal will be stronger in York than it 
is in Lancaster and in Harrisburg it will be only insignificantly weaker than 
in Lancaster. It is also to be noted that with the increased power and height, 
WGAL-TY will provide a weaker signal to Lancaster than with its old station, 
solely because it has moved its transmitter closer to York and Harrisburg so as 
to serve those cities. 

It is clear that WGAL-—TV’s purpose is seeking greater power and greater height 
and a new location for its antenna is to establish an areawide coverage embrac- 
ing Harrisburg and York, as well as other cities, rather than to improve its 
service to Lancaster, Current advertisements of WGAL-—TYV in the trade press 
emphasize that this is its purpose and intention. These advertisements include 
claims that WGAL-—TYV serves Harrisburg, York, Lebanon, and Reading as well 
as Lancaster. Their slogan is “5/5 profit’—the numbers refer to the five 
Pennsylvania metropolitan areas listed above and the 5 years of previous opera- 
tion of WGAL-TYV. Thus WGAL-TV bodily emphasized that in addition to 
its entrenched position grained through 5 years of monopoly operation it will 
have a service area far greater than that of any of its UHF competitors in York, 
Harrisburg, Lebanon and Reading. 

The program service of WGAL--TV is highly commercialized and is pre 
dominantly comprised of network shows. Service of a local nature to Lancaster 
is limited. WGAL-TV regularly broadcasts programs from all four of the 
national networks. This is so despite the fact that many UHF stations in the area 
have concluded affiliation agreements of various types with all the networks. 
Thus WHP-TYV in Harrisburg is a CBS affiliate; WNOW-TV in New York 
is a Du Mont affiliate; WSBA-TV in York is an ABC affiliate; and WTPA in 
Harrisburg is an NBC affiliate. Surveys indicate that Station WGAL-TV is 
presently received in nearly all homes in York and in a substantial number of 
those in Harrisburg. Operating as proposed, WGAL-TY will serve completely 
each of these two communities, as well as man} others. Consequently, the net- 
works and their advertisers will have the opportunity of selecting merely 1 
station and yet reaching the entire 5 markets. For example, WHP-TY, a CBS 
affiliate, does not carry the following top CBS programs though WGAL-TV 
does: Toast of the Town, Arthur Godfrey and His Friends, Strike it Rich, and 
slue Ribbon Fights. WTPA, an NBC affiliate, does not carry such top programs 
aus Colgate Comedy Hour, Robert Montgomery Presents, Kraft Theater, Fireside 
Theater, and Judge for Yourself, although these programs are carried by 
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WGAL-TV. If the grant of the proposed change in transmitter location and 
the increase in height and power is permitted to stand, its control over net 
work shows will be increased, and indeed, will threaten the continued ability 
of several of its CHF competitors to carry network programs at all. 

By the same token, the concentration of WGAL-TV on network programs 
causes a program imbalance, which, among many evils, most severely affects 
adversely the local programing to the community of Lancaster. Monitoring of 
the station during the week of February 14, 1054, indicated that, during the 
period 6 to 11 p. m., the prime listening time, WGAL~—TV operated commercially 
approximately 97 percent of the time and that network programs were carried 
almost 75 percent of the time. The total sustaining time during these hours 
(35 in all) amounted to less than 1 hour. There were a total of 3 sustaining 
programs during the week between the hours of 6 and 11 p.m. These programs 
were (1) a 15-minute program concerning a Lancaster hospital; (2) a 5-minute 
weather program; and (3) a 30-minute church program. During this same 
period, except for news and sports, there was apparently a total of one live com- 
mercial program. Considering the entire broadcast week, according to type of 
program, there appears to have been but one discussion program, or less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the total broadcast time. As to agricultural programs, 
there appears to have been approximately 1144 hours devoted to this type of 
programing, or approximately 1 percent of the total broadcast time. These 
figures clearly show a tendency to overcommercialize and overemphasize net- 
work programs, to the disadvantage of local publie service programing. Indeed, 
t would seem this result is inevitable where a dominant VHF station carries 
all four networks. 

The proposed operation of WGAL-TV will not only place UHF stations in 
York and Harrisburg at a severe if not insuperable competitive disadvantage ; 
it will also constitute an abuse of the Commission's television allocation policies. 
Section 3,606 of the Commission’s rules and regulations assigns channel 8 to 
Lancaster. It is basic, therefore, that WGAL—TV must serve the residents of 
Lancaster and immediate vicinity, the principal community to be served. 
Service under the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, particularly section 
307 (b), means the presence not only of reception but also of transmission 
facilities. Lancaster is entitled to look to its local television station to provide 
not only a signal of sufficient intensity, but also an outlet for local expression. 
In its Sixth Report and Order the Commission discussed section 307 (b) of the 
act and made clear that its allocation plan was intended to provide to as many 
communities as possible the transmission element as well as the reception ele- 
ment of service. 

As has been shown above, the proposed operation of WGAL—TV will not only 
fail to provide a satisfactory local television outlet for Lancaster, it also 
threatens to destroy any local television service whatever in York and Harris- 
burg. It is not our position that arbitrary limits should be placed upon the 
maximum permissible antenna heights and powers of VHF stations. This could 
well result in an inefficient use of the VHF band. We believe, however, that 
increased heights and powers, and particularly remote antenna sites, should 
not be permitted where their principal effect is to prevent the VHF station from 
performing its proper function under the Commission’s allocation plan and 
to destroy the possibility of local television service in other communities. 


STATEMENT OF Dr. ALLEN B. Du Mont, PRESIDENT, ALLEN B. Du Mon’ 
LABORATORIES, INC., CLIFTON, N. J. 


Members of the United States Senate Subcommittee on Communications, my 
name is Allen B. Du Mont. I am president of Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, 
Inc. On May 20 I appeared before your committee along with Dr. T. T. Gola- 
smith, Jr. vice president, research, and Mr. Ted Bergmann, director of broadcast- 
ing. Our testimony disclosed that our company is in all phases of television and 
exclusively in television. We endeavored to present to you comprehensive, his 
torical, and current facts and draw therefrom certain obvious conclusions, 

Others whose testimony followed ours, for the most part, reiterated the facts 
as we had stated them and drew substantially the same conclusions. 

By the end of the first 3 days of hearings, there had been written into your 
record sufficient facts to warrant the conclusion by any objective and reasonable 
person that some action is required to bring about equality and opportunity for 
UHI" broadcasters to compete, to the end that this country shall not be deprived 
of a fully competitive nationwide television service. 











1018 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


It was not until hearings were resumed last week and in subsequent sessions 
that there was testimony presented which took the form of self-serving state- 
ments with conclusions and recommendations unsupported by facts, and even 
at times relying upon half truths and distortions of facts. 

It is because of that situation that I feel it is necessary to present this further 
statement as a means of supplying information necessary to the whole picture 
and to point out that when the whole picture is presented, the conclusions which 
the proponents of the philosophy of “let nature take its course—the free enter- 
prise system will take care of everything” will be exposed as fallacious reasoning. 

There have been attempts to lead you to believe that the successful VHF 
operators and the two dominating networks have reached the positions they 
now occupy because of superior skill, business acumen, and greater courage in 
the risk of money. As a matter of fact, Dr. Frank Stanton, president of the 
Columbia Broadcasting System, was so bold as to make the statement that “we 
all started from scratch.” From that point he develops the fantastic idea that 
the reason CBS achieved its dominant position was through “the hardest kind 
of work, the most courageous kind of investment in plant, facilities, talent and 
creative programing,’”’ whereas Du Mont did not achieve an equal position be- 
cause it chose “not to take its profits from television manufacturing and invest 
them in network broadcasting.’ It is not particularly relevant, but before I 
present the facts which will disclose the reasons for the dominant position of 
the two large networks, I would like for you to know that our company has 
invested an amount in television broadcasting which is greater than all of the 
earnings of its manufacturing operations since the company went into business. 
This has been done because we had the courage of which Dr. Stanton is so proud 
and because we also had faith in our Government's integrity and policy which 
would manifest itself, in time, by giving us an equal opportunity to compete 
with other networks and broadcasters. 

The reasons why NBC and CBS have been able to achieve their dominant posi- 
tions were written into economic history several years before television net- 
working beeame a reality. They were written in a field of business endeavor in 
which Du Mont has never engaged, by a field which has played a vital part in 
determining the course of television broadcasting. I refer, of course, to radio. 

By the time television networking began in 1948, both NBC and CBS had 
established positions of preminence as radio networks. In that first year of 
television networking CBS had more than 175 radio affiliates. CBS sales for 
that year were just short of $100 million (a higher annual volume than Du Mont 
with all of its manufacturing and broadcasting activities has ever achieved). 
CBS's net profits after taxes that year amounted to more than $5 million. The 
facts with respect to NBC follow the same general pattern. Before television 
networking as such had been underway a year, before the end of 1948, the 
Federal Communications Commission applied the notorious freeze. 

When the freeze went into effect, there had been 108 construction permits 
issued. The 108 stations which were on the air or which went on the air 
shortly after the freeze were situated in 63 markets—40 of those 63 markets 
had only 1 station ;.11 of those 40 markets had only 2 stations; 8 markets had only 
3 stations, and 4 markets had 4 or more stations. Of the 40 stations in the single- 
station markets, 37 were owned by interests having radio stations. An over- 
whelming majority of them were affiliated with NBC and CBS radio networks, 
and those affiliations were carried over into affiliations with those two television 
networks. Of the 22 stations in the 2-station markets, 21 were owned by radio 
interests with an overwhelming majority of those 21 stations having affiliations 
with NBC and CBS radio networks. 

These are important facts which you members of the subcommittee should 
keep in mind as you weigh the testimony of those who would have you believe 
that it was their great wisdom and foresight which made them dominant in 
television broadcasting. And here is why it is important: This situation meant 
that the freeze reserved to 2 networks the almost exclusive right to broad- 
cast in all but 12 of the 68 markets which had television service. It meant that 
the two other networks did not have and have not had since the fall of 1948 
more than the ghost of an opportunity to get its programs into the markets 
so necessary if high-quality programs are to be produced, and attract adver- 
tisers from whom revenue and profits must come. 

I would not say anything to detract from the fine ability of those responsible 
for the management of either NBC or CBS, nor would I say any words of con- 
demnation for the exercise of their ability to take advantage of the situation 
which presented itself to them in 1948. However, if I were to take Dr. Stanton’s 
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words in his testimony at their face value when he spoke so glowingly of the 
iesire of CBS for competition, I might raise an eyebrow as I think of the steps 
which were taken to induce the Federal Communications Commission to drop 
consideration of allocation plans and proposals for lifting the freeze, and to 
chase a myth in the guise of mechanical color television. 

When I think about the long months which dragged by as the FCC put 
the progress of television on the shelf thereby permitting NBC and CBS to 
strengthen its hold on television broadcasting and build their dominance at the 
expense of two other networks who were fighting to stay alive until the doors 
to opportunities should be opened again,I am impelled to wonder if the injection 
of color at that stage was more than a coincidence. And when the FCC finally 
made its ill-advised decision against the judgment of most of the indus*try’s top 
engineers, I wondered why mechanical color was not allowed to go to its pre- 
ordained doom with the greatest possible haste, until I thought about how the 
court action which followed and which was instituted by those charged with 
the management of NBC, served to prolong the freeze, which in turn gave 
greater opportunity to NBC and CBS to achieve their stranglehold. 

A pertinent fact in connection with this aspect of the problem is that the 
FCC made it clear in the early days of the freeze that it intended to open up the 
ultra-high frequency portion of the spectrum and add new channels. At that 
time there were fewer than 800,000 receivers in the hands of the public. There 
would have been no very great problem of conversion, and, consequently, no 
very great problem of getting UHF started and on the road to successful opera- 
tion, if prompt action had been taken to establish a new allocation table and lift 
the freeze. There would not have been the suppression of the “courage and 
daring” of the two smaller networks had the FCC acted promptly. 

It is somewhat significant, therefore, that it was the managements of the two 
dominant radio networks at that time, and new the two dominant television 
networks, that induced the FCC to devote its time to other matters, and for such 
a long time that the number of VHF-only equipped receivers in the hands of the 
public increased from fewer than 800,000 to more than 17 million. 

I would like to point out that since Dr. Stanton likes to refer to annual reports 
that within the years included in the freeze period CBS reported total profits 
after taxes of more than $25 million which is a sum greater than the profits re- 
ported by Du Mont since it has been a company. These figures have a bearing 
on the contention that CBS backed its “courage” with great investments in 
programing while at the same time disparaging Du Mont’s efforts or “lack of 
efforts” in that field. 

I would be the last to do other than commend CBS for its fine programs and 
the progress which they have made in program development. Nevertheless, 
there is more to that problem than Dr. Stanton would have you consider. He 
did not mention, for instance, in his efforts to educate you in networking, that 
the amount of money which can be expended in the development and production 
of a program is and must be determined in a large measure by the opportunities 
for exposing that program in a large number of markets. 

It is much more simple to justify the expenditure of $50,000 in the production 
of a program which the network knows it can get into stations in a majority of 
the top markets of the country than it is to justify the expenditure of $10,000 
in a program that can reach only a handful of markets. Hence, it is understand- 
able that CBS can spend these vast sums in the development of programs because 
it knows before the expenditure is made that the program, when developed, can 
be broadeast in most of the major markets of the country. Du Mont has never 
enjoyed the opportunity to justify the expenditure of a large sum in the develop- 
nent of a program with the knowledge that it could get a program into anything 
like a majority of the markets of the country on a live basis. 

I have taken great pains to point these things out to you because I think it is 
important that the whole picture be in front of you when you make your im- 
portant decisions, and because it is so easy to recognize that Dr. Stanton and the 
other proponents of the “let nature take its course” philosophy have neglected to 
fill in the loopholes which allowed their fallacious conclusions to seep out. 

There is one other facet to this problem which also was ignored. That is the 
program advantages which accrued to the two top television networks from their 
radio relationships. The television part of the operations fell heir to such 
programs and talent as Arthur Godfrey, for years the largest single monevmaker 
in the broadcasting medium, Jack Benny, Amos and Andy, Our Miss Brooks, 
and others. In addition to the prime situation enjoyed during the freeze, it 
is interesting to note that 34 of the CBS radio affiliates in the top 100 markets now 
own television stations, and are affiliated likewise with the CBS television net- 
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work. There also were values which accrued to NBC and CBS television, and 
which were not mentioned in testimony, which have to do with the relationships 
with advertisers and advertising agencies which have been built up over the 
years and which, by virtue of the 2 strong networks’ monopolistic position, have 
given them a hold which 2 weak networks cannot break. 

Dr. Stanton endeavors to brush off the charges of monopoly by quoting a tailor- 
made definition of monopoly. I believe that it has been established that where 
one or a group of companies have such a dominance in a field that the oppor- 
tunity of others to compete with them is killed, a monopoly exists. I submit 
that the door of opportunity to two networks to compete on an equal footing 
with NBC and CBS was closed by the FCC in 1948, and that it has not been opened 
by the FCC or anybody else since. I also submit that if Dr. Stanton is sincere 
and earnest in his claim of desire for competition, then he should join with us 
and the many others who have recommended that action be taken to equalize 
competitive opportunities in the television broadcasting field. In making that 
suggestion I would like to make it clear that contrary to Dr. Stanton’s contention 
that it is our desire to bring “the other networks down to its level,”’ we seek the 
opportunity to raise the level of all broadcasters to the point where the maxi- 
mum in service and the highest quality of programing can bring to the Ameri- 
can public a full and free choice of the very best programs and services. 

There is just one other allusion made by the CBS testimony which my pride 
compels me to mention. We have been very proud of our Pittsburgh station, 
the station which had a monopoly in its market. We have been very proud of 
our accumulated files which are filled with letters and expressions of commenda- 
tion from virtually every civie source in that part of Pennsylvania. Those letters 
of commendation have come unsolicited from charities and welfare organizations, 
churches, civic and educational institutions, business and industrial groups, and 
individuals. They express their appreciation for the many hours, on a regular 
and continuing basis, which we have devoted to their services and their interests. 
They give recognition to the fact that we gave up many dollars in revenue, be- 
cause in Pittsburgh every minute of the broadcasting day was in demand by 
commercial interests. With the record of local service which has been written, 
it is surprising to learn that Dr. Stanton would stray so far from the facts as 
to imply that we did not render local program service from the start, and that 
we did not have a live program in operation in Pittsburgh until late 1951. 

The facts are that we rushed an installation in Pittsburgh to be on the air 
early in January of 1949. While we were not able to acquire studios for live 
programing at that start, we had at work from the beginning a crew of motion- 
picture cameramen, putting on film each day, current local affairs of interest 
to Pittsburgh. Live programing went into effect at the earliest possible moment 
that we could acquire space for a studio and get equipment installed. In fact, 
our live studio operation went into effect 15 months earlier than Dr. Stanton 
said it did. 

Turning now to some of the technical phases of the problem, there were ref- 
erences and exhibits by CBS, an engineer and others, designed apparently to 
lead you to believe that the coverage of UHF, and the quality of UHF pictures 
are insufficient to supply the television needs of the people. In fact, some of 
the testimony presented to you amounted to a complete disavowel of the use- 
fulness of UHF as a broadcasting medium. Such testimony and the conclusions 
which have been drawn from it are completely in error. It just isn’t so. UHF 
is a satisfactory medium now under most circumstances, and on these points 
there is substantial agreement among most engineers of the industry. 

During the course of the hearing, it has been repeatedly emphasized that the 
UHF problem is primarily an economic rather than a technical one. 

Television broadcasting is, however, a highly technical matter and any solution 
to the economic problem which fails to take cognizance of the technical factors 
cannot be successful. 

This fact has been recognized by others and a small amount of technical 
testimony has been included in the record. 

In particular, 2 companies have described their recent improvements in the 
UHF art, and 1 witness has discussed the differences in UHF and VHF coverage. 

It is our conviction that the optimistic side of the UHF picture has not been 
properly presented from an engineering point of view. In the interest of assur- 
ing a complete record, I want to present this side. 

A transmission system consists essentially of three parts: 

(1) The transmitting equipment. 

(2) The propagation medium. 
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3) The receiving equipment. 

Let us examine these three components individually, both as to current and 
inticipated limitations. 

he transmitting equipment consists of signal generating equipment (cameras, 
motion-picture machines, slide scanners, etc.), a television transmitter and a 
transmitting antenna. The signal-generating equipment is the same regardless 
f the transmitting frequency. The transmitter generates the radio frequency 
waves, and the big problem is the development of high power with a band width 
appropriate to television. 

During the approximately 9 years of commercial television in this country, 
available VHF transmitter power has increased from a fraction of a kilowatt 
in 1938 to 50 kilowatts in 1954. Using an appropriate antenna, this represents 
the maximum power permissible under the FCC rules. During 2 years of com 
mercial UHF television, the available transmitter power has increased from 
1 kilowatt to 12 kilowatts. Again using the appropriate antenna, an e. r. p. of 
approximately 250 kilowatts can be realized. This is only one-fourth of that 
permitted in the FCC rules. There can be no doubt, however, that, given the 
proper incentive, manufacturers will shortly achieve the maximum power per- 
mitted under the rules. As an example, one of the parties to the hearing testi- 
fied that a new high-gain antenna would shortly be available which would per- 
mit 400 to 600 kilowatts e. r. p., thus doubling the power currently available 

"he fundamental limitation of a receiver to produce clear, snow-free pictures 
is the “noise figure” obtainable. The noise figure is a measure of the amount 
of noise (snow) introduced into the signal by the receiver. Obviously the smaller 
the noise figure, the better the receiver. Early VHF receivers had noise figures 
of the order of 20 decibels and as late as 3 years ago, the industry average was 
approximately 14 decibels. 1954 receivers range between 5 and 10 decibels. 
Last year the industry average of UHF noise figures was 20 to 24 decibels. This 
year it ranges from 14 to 18 decibels. Another party to the hearing has testi- 
fied that he has constructed a UHF receiver with a noise figure less than 7.5 
decibels throughout the UHF band, but that this receiver would cost $175 to $200 
more than presently available sets. Given the proper incentive, there can be 
no doubt that UHF noise figures will follow the VHF pattern. Mass produc- 
tion invariably leads to smaller costs and a lower price for the finished product. 

A second factor at the reeciving end is the receiving antenna. Let us compare 
the conditions at channel 4 (approximately 70 megacycles) and channel 52 (ap- 
proximately 700 megacycles). If simple receiving dipoles are used in equal 
strength fields from the two stations, the UHF antenna will pick up only one 
one-hundredth the power that the VHF antenna will pick up. However, the 
UHF antenna will be only one-tenth as long as the VHF antenna. Because of 
this small size of the UHF antenna, it is a relatively simple matter to increase 
the capture ability of the antenna. For example, a commercially available UHF 
antenna, the double di-fan with reflectors, has a power gain greater than 10 
Using this antenna, in equal fields, the UHF antenna will receive one-tenth the 
power of the VHF antenna. The Commission has recognized this differential 
and has compensated for it by permitting 10 times the power on channel 52 as is 
permitted on channel 4. It is, of course, possible to use higher-gain antennas 
at VHF and this is frequently done. However, such antennas are bulky and 
there is no reason to believe that still higher-gain UHF antennas will not be 
manufactured. Thus the wavelength factor is essentially canceled out by the 
higher gain UHF antenna and the greater power permitted on UHF trans- 
missions, 

The remaining factor in the transmission system is the propagation path. The 
effect of this factor on the signal is extremely complex and its solution has been 
called one of the most difficult problems facing the engineer. Between the 
transmitting and receiving antennas, the signal may be refracted in the earth’s 
atmosphere and ionosphere, it may be reflected from natural and manmade 
irregularities in the terrain, and it may be diffracted or bent over and around 
obstacles on the earth’s surfece. Furthermore, the signal at the receiving 
antenna is, in general a resultant of many signals which have arrived over many 
different paths. 

Because of the complexity of the problem, it has been neccessary to obtain most 
of our information on VHF and UHF propagation by experiment. According to 
diffraction theory, it was predicted that as the frequency is increased the ten- 
deney for waves to bend over and around obstacles is decreased. Measure- 
ments proved this to be so. Accordingly UHF coverage in rough terrain is 
somewhat more spotty than is VHF coverage. It is not true however, that the 
VHF signals fill in the valleys and the UHF signals do not. Both signals are 
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attenuated when they are required to bend over hills and the difference in the 
amount of bending has frequently been exaggerated. 

According to theory, the UHF signal should suffer less from manmade inter- 
ference than the VHF signal. This also has been proven in practice. Com- 
mutator interference from rotating machinery, diathermy, electric razors, and 
so forth, all cause considerable interference on low band VHF and virtually 
none on UHF. 

Possibly the most significant difference between UHF and VHF reception is 
the absence of multipath effects at UHF. This was not predicted by theory 
and came as a considerable surprise to several of the early investigators. Multi- 
path (the arrival at the receiver of several signals which have traveled over 
different propagation paths) manifests itself in several ways. When only two 
or three clearly defined paths exist, the effect is the familiar “ghost” or dis- 
placed image. When a large number of paths of approximately the same length 
exist, the result is usually a smeared picture. Although the United States 
television standards provide for a picture having 375 line resolution, this smear- 
ing effect of multipath results in only a very small percentage of the viewing 
audience realizing this quality picture. Almost without exception, engineers and 
the public alike express amazement at the clarity and sharpness of UHF pic- 
tures. 

On monochrome transmissions, multipath effects are observed as smearing 
and ghosts. On color transmissions, color contamination is added to these 
effects. During the recent work of NTSC, Du Mont transmitted color over its 
experimental UHF station in New York City on a regular schedule for many 
months, Experimental color transmissions have also been made using channel 5 
in New York City. It has been our experience that the UHF color transmissions 
have been greatly superior to the VHF color transmissions. An example of this 
was given at the NTSC color demonstration for the FCC during the week of 
October 11, 1953. While lauding the color transmissions generally, TV Digest 
singled out the Du Mont UHF transmissions as “exceptionally fine.” 

A careful analysis of the foregoing leads to the following conclusions : 

1. Given the proper incentive, manufacturers of UHF equipment will shortly 
produce transmitters capable of delivering maximum power under the FCC 
rules and receivers having noise figures comparable, if not equal to, VHF 
receivers. 

2. Under these conditions, the service areas given in the FCC sixth report and 
order will be essentially realized; i. e., the UHF grade A service area will be 
approximately 140 percent of the VHF grade A service area and the UHF grade B 
service area will be approximately 70 percent of the VHF grade B service area. 

3. In a great many locations, the UHF picture will be appreciably sharper and 
clearer than the VHF picture both in monochrome and color transmissions. 

In conclusion, I want to express my appreciation to each member of this sub- 
committee for the courteous, attentive, and fair hearing which you have given to 
us. I am aware of the involvements of the problem, and I know your task is 
not an easy one. I am also aware of the fact that there are many and powerful 
pressures being applied to prevent a determination that action to correct the 
situation shall be taken—pressures which have both economic and political 
significance. My faith and confidence in our capitalistic system, which is made 
operative by our most fortunate political system, leads me to a further expression 
of confidence that our present political regime will not do anything as disastrous 
as doing nothing. 


Senator Porrer. I would like also to submit for the record, letters 
and telegrams from the following: H. C. Milholland, New York City; 
William M. Kiblenzer, Glenwood Landing, N. Y.; R. I. Brown, Cress- 
kill, N. J.; John J. Bachem, Port Washington, N. Y.; H. Malcolm 
Stuart, New Rochelle, N. Y.: Mrs. Charles Christenson, Montclair, 
N. J.; Mrs. Robert Gould, Brooklyn, N. Y.: Norman Knight, Weston, 
Conn.; Mr. Kenyon Brown, President, KWFT, Wichita Falls, Tex.; 
Mr. Milton S. Trost, First Vice President, Mid-American Broadcast- 
ing Co., of Louisville, Ky.; Mr. Paul F. Thielen, director of public 
relations, the American Legion, 812 East State Street, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Howard S. Kaser, New Rochelle, N. Y.; and Arthur W. Deneke, 
Glenn Rock, N. J. 
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(The communications referred to are as follows:) 
New Rocue te, N. Y., June 21, 1954. 


Senator CHARLES POTTER, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Communicetions, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Two television networks, National and Columbia, have a virtual monopoly 
stranglehold on the industry. Our economy can and should support a minimum 
of four major networks in the best interests of all the people. To accomplish 
this, help from the Communications Subcommittee must be given to ultra-high- 
frequency stations by some plan that will not allow all the programing cream to 
gravitate to the very-high-frequency stations. 
Howarp S. Kaser. 


New York, N. Y., June 21, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Subcommittee on Communications, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I respectfully request and plead for your cooperation to prevent the monopoly 
which will continue to exist unless the Senate UHF Investigating Committee 
makes strong programing available to the UHF broadcasters through four truly 
competitive networks. 

ARTHUR W. DENEKE. 


New York, N. Y., June 21, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Washington, D. C.: 

It is important that UHF television stations receive aid from your Subcom- 
mittee on Communications to prevent a monopoly by NBC and CBS in both local 
and network telecasting. A monopoly of this kind is dangerous to both the 
public interest and the economic welfare of the country. 

H. C. MILHOLLAND. 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator C. E, Potrer, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Strongly urge adoption and recommendation by your committee of whichever 
proposal before you seems best able to bring about equality of opportunity for 
four national TV networks so vital to our economy. 

Joun H. BACHEM. 


New York, N, Y., June 17, 1954. 
CHARLES FE. Porter, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The existing FCC order stifles network television competition. As now 
written it creates a monopoly and denies the benefits of broader programing 
which now rests in the hands of only two networks. New strong and financially 
sound networks are essential to provide necessary educational and public service 
television for the American public. The national economy not only can support 
jut will suport 4 networks and minimum of 4 TV outlets in all major markets 
of the country are essential to substitute competition for monopoly. I strongly 
urge you amend the existing order which is dangerous to the public interest 
and economic welfare of the country. 
H. MALCOLM STUART. 


New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. Porter, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Afford equal opportunity to all four networks in order that they may survive to 
give the American public free choice in TV viewing. Unless UHF stations re- 
ceive aid from this committee this is an impossibility. 

Mrs. CHARLES CHRISTENSON. 
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New York, N. Y., June 17, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
Washington, D.C.: 
Equal sharing of time on all channels both VHF and UHF, plus minimum of 
4 channels per major market will abolish monopoly and bring viewers in such 
areas full choice of living-room entertainment. 
Mrs. Ronert GouLp. 


New York, N. Y., June 8, 1954. 
Senator Purtett of Connecticut, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Free enterprise can be well served by four competitive television networks. 
The United States economy can support 4 networks and a minimum of 4 TV 
outlets in all major markets. The key to the situation is strong programing 
now resting in the hands of NBC and CBS. Unless the UHF stations receive aid 
stations will die. It is essential that the Senate act to insure a fair opportunity 
for UHF stations. Please give this matter your earnest consideration. Thanks 


NORMAN KNIGHT. 


New York, N. Y., June 21, 1954. 
Senator Caartes E. Porter, 
United States Subcommittee on Communications: 

In order to continue in public service such as recent congressional hearings 
and to present suitable program schedules to satisfy all groups and personal 
interest this country needs minimum of four television networks. Sixth order 
and report makes the success of four television networks doubtful because of the 
Station allocation restrictions. I respectfully request your aid in correcting 
this condition through your committee. 


R. I. Brown. 


GLEN Cove, N. Y., June 20, 1954. 
Senator CaaRLes BE. Porrer, 
Chairman, United States Subcommittee on Communications: 

Unless UHF stations receive aid from your committee, network and local tele- 
casting will be a permanent monopoly. This pattern is already established be- 
tween NBC and CBS. It is necessary to the public interest and national economy 
that four networks should operate freely. 

WILLIAM M. KIBLENZER. 


Henry CiLay Horet, 
Louisville 2, Ky., June 15, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES FE. Porrer, 
Chairman, Communications Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Herewith enclosed is a copy of letter. dated June 15, 1954, 
from the Mid-America Broadcasting Corp., to Mr. Rosel Hyde, Chairman of the 
Federal Communications Commission. This letter sets out the exact status of 
the UHF situation in Louisville, Ky. We sincerely believe that this situation 
warrants careful scrutiny by your committee. 

If we can be of any service to your committee in working out a solution of 
the UHF problem, please call on us. 

Very truly yours, 
Mip-AMERICA BROADCASTING Co., 
MILton §S. Trost, 
First Vice President. 


JUNE 15, 1954. 
Mr. Roset Hype, 


Chairman, Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hype: Mid-America Broadcasting Corp. had a construction permit 
for a radio station in 1941, but due to the wartime freeze and the fact that we 
turned over to the Armed Forces at their request certain equipment necessary to 
the installation of a radio station, construction was delayed until 1948. Before 
we were on the air with WKLO-AM, we filed an application for a TV station 
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on channel 13. Before this was granted the now famous freeze was put into 
effect. When the freeze was lifted in 1952, we were disappointed to learn that no 
VHF channels were allocated to Louisville other than to the two existing sta- 
tions. Believing that the people in the area were entitled to more than two 
choices of programs, we applied for and received a grant for UHF channel 21. 
We immediately began construction and went on the air with test pattern in 
September 1958, with the full authorized power of 251,000 watts. 

With this power of 251,000 watts and an almost ideal transmitter location, 
the coverage from a technical standpoint was about what was predicted. 

Being a radio affiliate of the American Broadcasting Co. we were led to believe 
that we would become a basic television affiliate. However, just prior to our 
coing on the air with television we learned from ABC that we would not be a 
basic affiliate, but a competing television station in Louisville would be given 
first choice on all commercial programs. Naturally the VHI station chose to 
skim the cream. We proceeded to program to the best of our ability and pro- 
mote the purchase by the public of sets capable of receiving our UHF station, 
is well as the conversion of existing sets. 

We began programing with full authorized power in October 1953, and we 
were compelled by economic necessity to request a temporary suspension of 
television broadcasting in April 1954. During that period we lost on the opera- 
tion of the television station alone $196,732. This loss was in spite of the fact 
that we did what was considered an outstanding job in obtaining UHI con- 
versions. This operating loss of $196,000 was in addition to capital expenditures 
f more than $300,000. When we suspended operations there were in this terri- 
tory approximately 80,000 sets capable of receiving UHF television. In this 
market, with 2 established VHF’s, 1 claiming more than 20,000 receivers, 
and one claiming 369,634 receivers, we were unable to persuade advertisers to 
use our station, even though the rates were well in line, per thousand of re- 
ceivers, With the other stations, On occasions the reports came to us that certain 
national advertisers and agencies refused to use any UHI stations. Some net- 
work advertisers refused to use our facilities even when there was no charge 
lor same, 

Our experience seems to indicate that it is not economically practical to 
operate a UHF station in this city in competition with 2 established VHF 
stations, which, between them, lave the first call on all 4 of the networks. 
We think that the only practical solution for the Louisville situation is to 
eliminate the mixture of UHF and VHF television. Assuming that the two 
existing stations will remain VHF and in view of our years of operation in 
radio and of our efforts to make UHF television work in this market, we feel 
that we are entitled to consideration for a VHF station. This may be accom- 
plished in one of the following ways: 

1. Grant WKLO-TV the right to operate with a directional antenna on channel 
6. It is true that some slight interference would be caused to a station in 
Indianapolis operating with full power and full antenna height, but this inter- 
ference would be considerably less than the interference already existing be- 
tween WAVE-TYV, Louisville, on channel 3, and WTTV, Bloomington, on channel 
4. Evidently, since neither WAVE-TV nor WTTYV recognizes this interference 
in their set counts or coverage maps, the standards set up by the Commission 
are too conservative. General Electric Co. says they can design and construct 
an antenna to radiate less than one one-hundredth power in the protected direc- 
tion with no undesirable reflections. 

UHF television stations seem to cover the amount of territory predicted under 
the FCC standards, but VHF seems to cover vastly more territory than provided 
for under the FCC rules. As an example; in the latest issue of Broadcasting 
Magazine, WAVE-TV claims to furnish service to 369,634 television homes. 
Taking the class B coverage of WAVE-TV and using the county-by-county census 
of 1950, there are 316,424 homes in WAVE’s class B confour. Using the CBS- 
American Research Bureau county-by-county television set penetration figures, 
the nuinber of television homes inside this service contour is 191,792. From this 
we believe it is fair to assume that the Commission was too conservative in the 
case of VHF coverage. Evidently WAVE has 177,912 (almost 100 percent) 
television homes outside the area set up by the Commission for their coverage. 

2. Grant channel 6 or some other channel to WKLO-TYV with reduced power 
and also reduce the power of the cochannel station in another city. This re- 
duction of power can be made without cost to the other cochannel station. 

3. A reallocation of some of the VHF channels to accommodate another channe? 
in Louisville. 
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4. A combination of one or more of the above methods or some other method, 
such as the addition of channel 414, or space in the spectrum betweens 6 and 7 
and adjacent to channel 6 or 7. 

A community of the size of Louisville is entitled to full television service and 
under the present allocation arrangement is not receiving it, and we doubt that 
more than a choice of two programs ever will be available to the people of this 
area. 

We respectfully petition your favorable action in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
Mip-AMERICA BROADCASTING CorP., 
Miron S. Trost, First Vice President. 





Wicuita Fatis, Tex., June 14, 1954. 
Hon. CHaries E. Porrer, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Dear Senator Porter: Your letter of April 6, 1954, directed to Little Rock Tele- 
asters, Inc., Little Rock, Ark., has finally reached my desk. This letter was 
sent to me since I was president of Little Rock Telecasters, Inc., during the 
operation of UHV Station KRTV, which left the air March 31, 1954. 

In answer to your question as to why we decided to return our construction 
permit, I think I can tell you that the principal reason was that we reached the 
conclusion that we could not operate successfully with three VHF stations in 
the market. Had we been operating a VHF station, we may have reached the 
same conclusion as it was our opinion that four television stations in the Little 
Rock area are too many. 

Additional problems confronted us with a UHF operation, in competition with 
high-power VHF operations. The principal problem was the lack of high- 
power transmitting equipment which would deliver a signal competitive with 
VHF. Another reason was inferior receiving equipment available which would 
receive UHF signals. Probably one of the most important considerations was 
the lack of acceptance on the part of national advertisers in New York of UHF. 
It became rather apparent to us that they were content to use a UHF station 
in a market only so long as a VHF station was not available. 

When we applied for and constructed the UHF station in Little Rock, we 
anticipated much better progress in the development of higher power UHF 
equipment. We also depended on the greater improvement in the UHF receiving 
equipment. It seems to me that very little progress has been made in this regard 
even to date. 

I sincerely hope this is the information that you desire. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
Kenyon Brown, President. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF WISCONSIN, 
Milwaukee 2, Wis., June 14, 1954. 
Senator CuarLes E. Porter, 
Chairman, Senate Communications Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: I am writing this letter in an effort to add my senti- 
ments to others you must have heard relative to the necessity of granting a license 
for VHF television channel 6 to the city of Milwaukee. 

Iam sure that despite whatever organized opposition you may have heard from 
sources whose motives are purely selfish, you must see that to permit only one 
VHF station in a city the size of Milwaukee is almost ludicrous. You are aware, 
of course, of various cities much smaller than Milwaukee with two or more VHF 
television stations. 

People in the fringe area of Milwaukee County and in adjoining counties have 
great difficulty in receiving UHF stations and many of them are thereby com- 
pelled to see a single station. While this is no criticism of the excellence of 
the programing and facilities of that station, the situation is far from ideal. 
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This letter is not to be construed as representing an official position of the 
Wisconsin Department of the American Legion, although thousands of Legion- 
naires in this area, I am sure, join in this personal view. 

Thanking you for any consideration you might give this letter, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL F. THIELEN, 
Director of Public Relations. 

Senator Porrrer. I would like to make this announcement: I have a 
wire from Frank Stanton, of CBS, and I wish to read the wire to 
those present. 

In reviewing my testimony before your subcomittee on Friday, June 18, I 
note an error at page 51 of my statement in that I testified that “It was not until 
November of 1951, when there were about 350,000 receivers in the market, that 
Du Mont Pittsburg station even got around to acquiring a single live studio 
camera.” The date and hence the number of receivers are incorrect. The 
statement should read: “It was not until November of 1950, when there were 
about 140,000 receivers in the market, that Du Mont Pittsburg station even got 
around to acquiring a single live studio camera.” 

I regret the error and would in fairness to the Allen Du Mont Laboratories 
appreciate it if the record could be corrected promptly. 

That correction will be made in the record. 

I sincerely hope that this will be the last afternoon of the public 
hearings and after the conclusion of Mr. Heffernan’s statement, I am 
going to insist that the persons making the rebuttal remarks limit 
themselves to 30 minutes. I am a heavy man with the gavel, if I have 
to be, and I am going to pound you down at the end of 30 minutes. 
So, I am forewarning you now. 

Mr. Heffernan, it is a pleasure to have you here and we will be 
looking forward to your statement with a great deal of interest. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH V. HEFFERNAN, VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL BROADCASTING CO., INC. 


Mr. Herrernan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph V. Heffernan. I am a vice 
president of the National Broadcasting Co., Inc. It happens that in 
this proceeding I am the last witness. There have been many differ- 
ences of opinion expressed in this record, but I am sure I speak for 
all who have appeared here when I say how deeply we feel the loss 
of Senator Hunt. He was a fine public servant, of rich experience, 
and he will be missed by all who knew him. 

I am appearing at the invitation of the subcommittee to discuss 
some of the aspects of television which you are considering. 

I want to say at the outset that we at NBC appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to come here and tell our story. We think this hearing can 
serve a very constructive purpose in providing a forum to develop the 
facts. 

I would like, first of all, to tell you briefly about NBC and its 
activities. 

Broadcasting is our business. We have been in it for over 27 years, 
both as a network and as the operator of stations. As a network we 
compete with other advertising media, such as magazines and news- 
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papers, for the dollar spent by national advertisers. In this competi- 
tion we offer for sale advertising announcements in programs on our 
own and on independently owned stations affiliated with us and lo- 
cated throughout the country. 

In supplyi ing these programs on a national basis we offer the adver- 
tiser national distribution of his advertising message. Just like news- 
papers and magazines, we sell circulation. If the advertiser feels 
that one of our programs best meets his requirements, he may buy it; 
but if he feels that newspapers or magazines or direct mail or bill- 
boards will serve his particular needs better , he can and does buy them. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, I have attempted only to indicate some 
of the competitive media to network broade asting. I have not at- 
tempted to list them all. There are, of course, other networks which 
directly compete with us, and there are, in addition, the national 
spot operations, which is an interesting operation because if an ad- 
vertiser wants to conduct a national advertising campaign on tele- 
vision, he doesn’t have to buy even any network. He can go to the 
national spot organizations, and the reason they are called spots—is 
that an advertiser, through their services, can spot his advertising in 
any number of cities he desires tinonaph anit the country he w ants. 

Senator Porrer. And he doesn’t have to go through the network? 

Mr. Herrernan. He doesn’t go through the networks at all. Na- 
tional spot is directly competitive with the networks, and thereby 
the advertiser can advertise nationally via television without using 
networks. 

Senator Porrer. Are most of your spots sold that way ? 

Mr. Herrernan. National spot business is a very extensive and sub- 
stantial advertising business. Their revenues run into many, many 
millions, and they are directly competitive with network television 
and have, in fact, cost advantages in the sense that they do not, as we 
do, attempt to provide public service programs. They are straight 
commercial. They do not, for example, clear for the President, be- 

cause they don’t have interconnected lines via the telephone company, 
but they are directly competitive to us and our costs must be competi- 
tive to theirs; otherwise, the advertiser, in choosing his advertising 
media, can buy them instead of us. 

Senator Porrer. And they sell directly to the stations? 

Mr. Herrernan. They sell directly to the stations, and they ship 
their product by the mails, whereas we distribute ours via the Ameri- 

can Telephone & Telegr “aph Co.’s cables or relays, which the networks 
lease, on a contract wanes at a cost, in the case of NBC alone, of more 
than $10 million a yea 

Only as we inakiaa in selling against this competition do we get 
revenue to meet our costs. And these are by no means limited to the 
selling and administrative costs which go with any business. They 
include such major items as the cost of cable and relay facilities we 
lease from A. T. & T. in order to distribute our programs throughout 
the country, the amounts paid our affiliated stations as their share of 
the advertising revenue, the cost of the programs themselves, and the 
cost of the plant and electronic equipment required for the production 
of programs. 

NBC presently owns five VHF television stations. It does not own 
any UHF television stations. That, however, is not because of any 
lack of interest in UHF on our part. At the time we were granted 
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authority to operate stations only VHF authorizations were being 
issued. The five grants we received constitute the limit permitted 
to one person under the present rule of the FCC. 

NBC has been able to contribute to the development of UHF 
through its network operations. We believe NBC has done more for 
UHF than any other network. The first commercial UHF station to 
begin regular program service, KPTV, Portland, Oreg., has been an 
ABC affiliate since it went on the air in September 1952. It has con- 
tinued to be an NBC affiliate since that time. 

As of June 1, 1954, the NBC television network had 46 UHF 
affiliates. ‘This represents more than one-third of all the UHF stations 
on the air. 

There are 122 on the air. We are glad to be able to report that, in 
taking on these UHF affiliates, we have on the average succeeded in 
selling them to advertisers substantially to the same extent as our 
VHF affiliates in comparable markets. 

You might be interested, Mr. Chairman, in the figures on that. 

We ran a sample in the week of May 20, and we found that in a 
croup of UHF affiliates, 40 in the sample, they averaged for that week 
10.6 hours a week, whereas the comparable VHF stations averaged 11 
hours, just 0.4 of an hour more. 

Now, the inference I draw from that is that, for the most part, ad- 
vertisers are interested in buying markets. 

Senator Porrer. If it has the circulation, you can get the 
advertising ? 

Mr, Herrernan. Yes. Understand, of course, price normally varies 
with circulation—now, not a hundred percent, as Dr. Stanton pointed 
out the other day. 

Senator Porrer. Do you find a reluctance on the part of the adver- 
tiers to advertise in the UHF market, even though it has the circula- 
tion, or is that good salesmanship on the part of NBC? 

Mr. Herrernan. We, as this paragraph indicates, Senator, have 
succeeded here in selling these UHF stations, which the advertiser is 
not forced to buy, substantially as well as their counterpart VHF sta- 
tions, in comparable markets. You must take them in comparable 
markets. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. There is no doubt that advertisers do inquire about 
and are interested in circulation because with absent circulation their 
advertising message is not received, and insofar as any advertising 
medium is handicapped in circulation, it is handicapped in selling its 
service, 


NBC PIONEERED TELEVISION DEVELOPMENT 


NBC pioneered the development of television. To many people 
the television industry is considered a postwar phenomenon. But 
NBC was operating television from atop New York City’s highest 
structure, the Empire State Building, in 1931, more than 22 years 
ago. NBC’s transmitter is still located on Empire State, which now 
also houses the transmitters of six other television stations. 

NBC’s developmental work in television continued over a period 
of several years, and in April 1939 NBC, in cooperation with RCA, 
introduced television as a service to the public at the opening of the 
New York World’s Fair. The following year, NBC used the coaxial 
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cable for the first time to televise the Republican National Convention 
in Philadelphia and transmit scenes over its New York station. The 
FCC authorized commercial operations to begin on July 1, 1941. 
From that very first day the NBC station in New York has provided 
commercial television service. 


NBC AND VHF TELEVISION 


During the war years commercial television remained at a stand- 
still. Toward the close of the war, however, NBC officials held 
regional clinics in all parts of the country with affiliated radio stations. 
NBC ovrged affiliates to make their plans to enter commercial tele- 
vision as soon as the FCC should begin to grant authorizations after 
the war. 

In 1944, the President of NBC concluded an address to affiliated 
stations with these words: 

The National Broadcasting Co. believes that television service should be 
brought as soon as possible into every American home * * * 

Television promises to be the greatest medium of mass communication yet 
evolved, with unparalleled opportunities for services of entertainment and edu- 
cation. It is our belief that NBC affiliates will join in these activities and share 
in that faith * * *, 

After the war, NBC continued to pursue a policy that “the radio 
industry must lead, not lag, in the establishment of this great new 
service of sound and sight.” 

In September 1947, at the first national convention of NBC affili- 
ates, Brig. Gen. David Sarnoff, chairman of the Board of RCA and 
NBC, made the keynote address. 

As many of you know, General Sarnoff has been engaged in all 
phases of communication for nearly 50 years, and his vision and cour- 
age were major factors in the creation of two new industries—radio 
and television. On that occasion in 1947 he urged the affiliates to 
consider television “* * * as an added new service, vitally necessary 
to insure their existing business * * *” and “* * * the great oppor- 
tunities for your present and future business if you io the right 
thing.” 

NBC left no doubt among its affiliates or in the industry as to what 
it considered the right thing to do. It proceeded at once to get five 
television stations of its own on the air. 

At the time the freeze was lifted in April of 1952, NBC had a tele- 
vision network consisting of 63 stations. More than 60 percent of 
these, 39, had companion radio stations which were affiliated with 
NBC. 

As of the same time, of the 61 television stations on the next largest 
national network, only 13 had radio affiliates with that network. 

This is one way to show what is well known in the industry—that 
NBC and its affiliates went into television at an early date and did a 
substantial amount of the spadework in its commercial development. 

The responsibility for urging long-standing radio affiliates to em- 
bark upon a television operation, with its attendant heavy investment 
and larger operating expenses, was a great one. 

In retrospect, despite early reverses and losses, it is satisfying to us 
that most of the persons NBC encouraged to get into VHF television 
have eventually brought their television operations to the point of 
success. And it is deeply gratifying to know that NBC and its affili- 
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ates were in the forefront in bringing this new service to the American 
people. 
NBC AND UHF TELEVISION 


In September 1948, NBC in cooperation with RCA instituted tests 
UHF propagation characteristics in Washington, D. C. In May 
949, the FCC issued to NBC the first permit “for an experimental 
UHF television station to operate with regular program service. 
Re station was established near Bridgeport, Conn., and was truly 
» “nursery of UHF.” 

"The station was operated by NBC for 2 years and the experience we 

rained at Bridgeport was shared with the FCC and the entire indus- 
try. We believe this operation established the technical feasibility 
of UHF channels for commercial use. 

In November 1951, several months before the television freeze was 
lifted and UHF channels allocated to commercial television, NBC set 
up a temporary UHF transmitter and installed receivers converted 
to UHF at another affiliates’ convention. This was done to demon- 

strat the quality of UHF reception to those radio affiliates who had 
not inspected the NBC Bridgeport operation. 


GROWTH OF UHF 


The expansion of commercial UHF service in the 20 months since 
the first UHF station went on the air has been considerable. As of 
June 1, 1954, there were 122 UHF stations on the air. At the same 
time there were 244 VHF stations in operation in the United States. 
In other words, in 20 months, UHF has grown to a point where it 
comprises half the number of VHF stations in operation. 

In this respect the rapidity with which UHF expanded outstrips 
the developments of VHF. The freeze date of September 1948 is, for 
VHF, roughly comparable to today’s date for UHF in comparing 
the two services. At the time of the freeze, there were 124 VHF au- 
thorizations outstanding and operating stations numbered but 33. At 
June 1, 1954, there were 238 UHF authorizations outstanding and 122 
UHF stations on the air. 

This rapid growth of UHF, however, has spent itself, and there is a 
considerable number of UHF channels for which no application has 
been filed. 


NBC SEEKS TO DEVELOP UHF STATIONS 


In January 1952, 3 months before the UHF channels were allo- 
cated by the FCC for commercial use, NBC filed a petition requesting 
the Commission to change the rule limiting television station owner- 
ship to five so as to permit it to participate in the commercial develop- 
ment of UHF. 

The NBC request was the first of several similar petitions to be 
filed. Although the Commission has not granted these petitions, it 
has invited comments on a proposed rule which would permit the 
owners of 5 VHF television stations to own 2 UHF stations as 
well. 

Of the UHF channeis for which no application has been filed, many 

re located in major markets of the country. At June 1, 1954, these 
48550—54 66 
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totaled 58 UHF channels in 37 of the first 100 metropolitan areas, 
A list of these communities and channel availabilities is attached, 
Mr. Chairman, as an exhibit. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the record. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 


37 cities among the 1st 100 metropolitan markets—58 UHF channels not applied 
for (June 1, 1954) 


Popula- | Available 
tion City | Population ! UHF 
rank | channels 


| Thousands | 





4 | Philadelphia man 3, 807.1 | 29. 
7 | San Francisco | 2, 446.2 | 26, 38, 44. 
13 | Minneapolis-St. Paul ‘ shin 1, 158.6 | 17, 23. 
14 | Buffalo | 1,129.1 | 59. 
17 | Milwaukee ; ; eek d F | 895.8 | 31. 
18 | Kansas City nanan 867.4 | 25, 65 
19 | Seattle J ch 765.2 | 26. 
24 | Dallas 4 ; ‘ 689.6 | 73. 
25 | San Diego , 681.9 | 27, 33, 39. 
26 | Denver , eer ; bie 625.3 | 20, 26. 
28 | Louisville =i 598.8 | 51. 
29 | Indianapolis badeta 583.5 | 26, 67, 
30 | Birmingham 582.7 | 42. 
35 | Columbus, Ohio } 532.8 | 40. 
37 | Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk 528.3 | 49. 
39 | Memphis | 512.8 | 42, 48. 
46 | Akron 428.5 | 61. 
47 | Fort Worth 4 3 | 408.1 | 20. 
49 | Fall River-New Bedford | 388.8 | 34, 46, 68. 
52 | Omaha é 378.9 | 22, 2k. 
59 | Nashville j ‘ ; 335.9 | 30, 36, 
60 | San Jose 327.9 | 48, 60. 
#2 | San Bernardino : san 322.1 | 18, 30. 
63 | Brownsville-Harlingen-McAllen 321.9 | 20, 23, 36. 
68 | Tacoma . sebeaal 300.4 | 62. 
69 | Poughkeepsie-Beacon-Newburgh hada ees 297.1 | 21, 
71 | Salt Lake City shai 293.1 | 20, 26. 
74 | Flint } ; Yous sc.| 287.2 | 28. 
79 | Duluth-Superior ' . 259.6 | 32. 
82 | Chattanooga Jae . 253.9 | 43, 49, 
%§ | Trenton , , : hana belnendeiinis | 245.3 | 41. 
87 | Davenport-Rock Island-Moline | 242.2 | 36, 42. 
89 | Des Moines ‘ aw? Seicbe se 232.2 | 23. 
92 | El Paso Z ‘ ss 224.0 | 20, 26. 
93 | Stockton dosnsebacakd | 223.3 | 64. 
99 | Little Rock-North Litiie Rock en 202.5 | 17. 
100 | Greenshoro-High Point oh 201.5 


15, 


' Sales Management, Jan. 1, 1953, estimates 


Mr. Herrernan. NBC feels it would promote the public interest 
in UHF broadcasting for the Commission to lift its five-television- 
station limit and permit experienced broadcasters to develop the UHF 
stations. 

NBC is willing to operate UHF stations in intermixed markets and 
promote them to the fullest. It realizes that in doing this it would 
be taking on a loss operation for some time. It regards that loss as 
related to the money it has already spent to develop this phase of the 
industry. 

In fact, we know of no other business in which one organization has 
spent millions of dollars to develop the art technically and is at the 
same time forbidden to develop it commercially. 
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NBC TELEVISION NETWORK’S CONTRIBUTIONS TO UHF 


NBC has entered into affiliation agreements with a large portion of 
the new UHF stations. As I have pointed out, 46 UHF stations, or 
more than a third of all UHF stations in operation, were affiliated 
with NBC at June 1, 1954, and we have succeeded in selling adver- 
tisers these stations substantially as well as VHF stations in com- 
parable markets. 

In addition to its technical and program contributions to the suc- 
cess of UHF, NBC has extensively promoted the use of that medium. 
In June 1953, NBC affiliated with WVEC-TV, a UHF station for 
Norfolk. This station replaced the VHF affiliate NBC previously 
had in Norfolk. At the time NBC affiliated with the UHF station, 
there were around 150,000 television sets in the Norfolk area, none of 
which could receive UHF. 

NBC officials and members of its press, advertising and promotion, 
and merchandising departments cooperated with WVEC ~TV in an 
intensive campaign to build up a demand for UHF conversion, even 
before the station went on the air with a test pattern. Dealers were 
offered solicitation and selling help. 

NBC also aided WVEC-TV in a cooperative advertising campaign, 
helped prepare newspaper ads and display material and organize ex- 
ploits ition efforts for conversion. 

NBC’s promotional activity on behalf of UHF has not been con- 
fined to Norfolk or to NBC’s own affiliates. NBC has prepared and 
widely distributed a 45-page handbook of station experience and 
methods entitled “Circulation Promotion for Television Stations— 
UHF-VHF,” compiled by its audience promotion department . 

I would like to submit to the subcommittee a copy of that booklet. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes; the booklet will be received and made a part 
of the official files of the committee. 

Mr. Herrernan. I think, Mr. Chairman, this kind of a booklet is 
particularly helpful because it represents a distillation of the experi- 
ence of many operators who had gone on the air and it points out how 
costly the mistakes of others are and how they can be avoided. 

Senator Porrer. What type of distribution do you have of this? 

Mr. Herrernan. We have very broad distribution, Mr. Chairman. 
For example, there is a list available of all applicants for UHF sta- 
tions and we distribute it not only to our own affiliates, but throughout 
the industry. 

This book is based on case-history information reflecting the actual 
experience of a number of stations. It sets forth what we believe 
should be done and what should be avoided in launching new stations, 
in working with dealers and distributors, in advertising, public re- 
lations, merchandising, local tie-ins, and other audience promotion 
methods before and after a station is on the air. 

This record of fundamental circulation problems and solutions 
based on the experience of early UHF stations, shows new and old 
members of the industry how to avoid costly blunders. Its value 
has been attested by enthusiastic replies from scores of recipients 
from all sections of the country. 
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ECONOMICS OF TELEVISION BROADCASTING 


Television broadcasting is a new business. There were just 6 tele- 
vision stations on the air at the beginning of 1947, and only 16 by 
January 1948. Consequently, television stations, whether they be 
UHF or VHF, are confronted with problems that all new business 
must face and overcome. 

First, a station must go through a period of growth and develop- 
ment before it can hope to attain profitable operation. During this 
period a station operator must be prepared to sustain financial ‘Tosses 
until his circulation justifies a compensatory rate. This happened to 
VHF stations in their period of development just as it is happening 
to UHF stations today. 

A summary of the financial experience of VHF television stations 
over a 5-year period, based on information released by the FCC, shows 
the following: 





a All stations | Number re- : Loss per 

Year reporting | porting }-ss | | Aggregate loss | ‘station 
1948 ste todton 50 | 50 | $10, 700, 000 $213, 000 
1949 gs 93 14, 600, 000 157, 000 
1950 _ : | 107 | £3 | 7, 000, 000 132, 000 
1951 . 108 14 | 4, 000, 000 285, 000 


1952 -” pee 108 | 14 | 4, 200, 000 300, 000 


You will note in the first years, Mr. Chairman, of the 50 sta- 
tions reporting, all 50 were operated at a loss and the average loss 
per station in the last column was $213,000. 

The next year, out of 98 stations reporting, 93 operated at a loss. 
The average loss was $157,000 per station. 

In the third year of operation, of 107 stations reporting, 53 oper- 
ated at a loss. Just barely under half in the third year of operation 
still operated at an average loss of $132,000. 

In the fourth year of operation, 14 VHF stations were still operat- 
ing at a loss, and the same in the fifth, 14 still operating at a loss after 
5 years of operation. 

Senator Porrrer. Do you have any idea why these 14 stations are 
still operating at a loss? Is it because the market is insufficient for 
a station or poor management, or do you have any knowledge of it ? 

Mr. Herrernan. I should say, Mr. Chairman, it is in large part the 
factor of the economics of the situation, the factor of competition. 

We call our American system the profit-and-loss system, and we 
tend to think of it sometimes as the profit system, but it is also a loss 
system. 

It is not unusual in a cross section, if you take the totality of busi- 
nesses, that several businesses operate at a loss. 

We have that today in the automobile business, and it does happen, 
and it is a function of the competitive system. 

I deal with that a little later in my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. I assume 3 of these stations are in New York and 
3 in Los Angeles, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. That is a good guess. The figures of the Com- 
mission do not show the location. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Herrernan. These are by groupings, but I do think that is a 
good guess. 

In dealing with these loss figures for station operations, as dis- 
tinguished from network operations, I don’t want to leave the im- 
pression that the profit is in the network end of the business. 

The fact is that, to the best of our knowledge, the four television 
networks as a group were in the red last year on their network 
operations. 

Taking the NBC television network alone, that too was in the red 
for the period commencing with the beginning of its operations in 
1947 through the end of 1953. 

Television network economics are still precarious, and, in addi- 
tion, the networks face heavy capital and operational costs to de- 
velop the newest phase of the art, the broadcasting of network pro- 
grams in color. 

Senator Porrer. How much of that are you doing at the present 
time ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. Mr. Chairman, in the season just concluded we 
hbroadeast our entire schedule in color on the rotational basis, that is, 
we took every advertiser on the air and offered him an opportunity 
to appear at least once in color. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. Next season we will step it up considerably more. 

Senator Porrer. How many sets can receive color in the country? 

Mr. Herrernan. RCA has shipped—and I refer to that later in my 
statement—about 5,000 sets. ; 

Senator Porrer. About 5,000. 

Mr. Herrernan. Others have sold in totality perhaps two or three 
thousand, maybe as much as 5,000 or more. 

Senator Porrer. How much does the average color television set 
cost ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. RCA sets were sold to the public at approximately 
i thousand dollars each. The manufacturing cost was more. 

Senator Porrer. Do you expect that will come down ? 

Mr. Herrernan. We expect it will come down. I might refer fur- 
ther, Mr. Chairman, to two of the color programs. ‘There were many 
color programs in which we have great pride, but among those of our 
sponsored service last year, we put on, at a cost of a half million 
dollars, 8 operas, of which 2 were done in color—one was scenes from 
Carmen, and the other the Taming of the Shrew, a new opera, but cast 
in the old Italian scene—and they were both beautifully done in color. 

Senator Porrer. Do you mind if I digress a little bit from your 
statement? What are your views on subscription television for 
special cultural programs, such as the opera and things of that kind? 

Mr. Herrernan. Our views have been stated of record on that, Mr. 
Chairman, and we feel, in general, that subscription television pre- 
sents a substantial economic problem, in addition to problems which 
have been discussed before the Commission. 

There are now 30 million television sets outstanding. To convert 
those, it would require a conversion job for subscription television 
which might cost, say, $50 per conversion. Now, suppose a million 
of them were to be converted. That cost is $50 million, and where 
the $50 million of capital is to come from is something that is not 
clear up to now. 
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Some of those who have advocated subscription television have 
indicated they feel they, themselves, are not the ones to come forward 
and provide the capital to organize a system of subscription television. 

There is, therefore, a very substantial economic problem to get it 
started. I have taken only 1 million of 30 million sets. 

Senator Porrer. Do you think subscription television would be a 
competitive factor with a network program, or do you think it would 
be an adjunct, or provide better service—additional service ? 

Mr. HerrerNnan. I am happy for the amendment, Mr. Chairman. 
We think we provide very excellent service. It could, of course, 
provide a supplemental service, and it is possible for special events, 
such as the Marciano fight, that subscription television might be able 
to bid more money for such a special event than our present system 
of television; but bear in mind those special events come rather in- 
frequently, and to set up a system at very heavy capital cost to carry 
an occasional program raises in itself a difficult economic problem. 

Insofar as it would be competitive with the regular system of 
broadcasting, we would, of course, welcome the competition, because 
we feel that competition is good for this business. It keeps every- 
body on his toes and makes for better programing for the public. 

Insofar as subscription television would offer a competing service, 
we think that would be fine. 

Senator Porrer. Do you feel this is a field that eventually either 
the FCC—and I am sure that FCC has made studies on this problem— 
or the Congress might look into ? 

Mr. Herrernan. My understanding is that there are 1 or 2 petitions 
before the Commission at present. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. HerrerNan. There may be a question as to whether the law is 
completely clear on the status of subscription television from the 
standpoint of whether it is a common carrier or whether it is the free 
enterprise system as our present system of broadcasting clearly is and 
expressly is under the Communications Act. 

Senator Porrer. I believe there is a bill in the House now putting 
it as a common carrier. I was just asking for your views on it. 

Many requests have come to me suggesting exploration as to the 
responsibilit) y of subscription television. I am not going to make any 
promises of what we are going to do this year, but I think possibly 
it is something that might be ‘looked into sometime next year. 

I am sorry to divert you away from your statement. 

Mr. Herrernan. That is perfectly all right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. You may continue. 

Mr. Herrernan. Based on these facts of the table to which I have 
referred, Mr. Chairman, it would appear that a station which does 
not commence operation with a ready-made circulation must be pre- 
pared to suffer financial losses for the period of time. If VHF experi- 
ence is any indication, it may take at least 3 years before a UHF 
station reaches the break-even point. Some no doubt have done it 
in less, however. 

There is a second fundamental economic problem facing television 
stations, whether UHF or VHF. That is the problem of competi- 
tion, which is common to most businesses. 
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(ny given service area will support — so many commercial enter- 

ses of the same kind—whether they be television stations, news- 

ipers, drugstores or what have you. 

(his principle applies to all markets, large or small. It is con- 

neingly brought home by FCC financial data for the year 1952, the 

test for which information on this point has been published. This 
show that 9 of the 14 stations in New York and Los Angeles reported 
OSSOCS. 

Your guess was good, Mr. Chairman. It is a little more. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. The average loss, as reported by the Commission, 
vas $457,000 for each of the 9 stations for the single year. 

hese are all VHF stations, and they have been in operation for 
everal years. ‘They have good managements and operate in 2 of the 

largest markets in the United States. But, after years of operation, 
these nine VHF stations were still in the red. 

I suppose if you asked the UHF broadcasters who have appeared 
before you here these two questions: 

1. Would you like a VHF station in lieu of your UHF? 

2. Would you like to be in the largest market in the United States instead 


of your present market? 


you would get affirmative answers from most of them. 


sut the record of these nine stations in New York and Los Angeles 
will not support the proposition that a VHF channel alone is any 
guaranty of profits, not even in two of the most populous markets in 
the country. 

The same point is illustrated in other markets. Lincoln, Nebr., is 
served by two VHF stations in Omaha. In the spring of 1953 two 
VHF stations also went on the air in Lincoln. On March 13, 1954, one 
of the Lincoln VHF stations, which was under the same management 

local radio station and had a television network affiliation, went 
off the air. According to the trade press “the Omaha-Lincoln area 
with 153,000 households * * * apparently couldn’t support 4 VHF.” 

I have referred to examples of competition by one television broad- 
caster against others. But his field of competition is broader. He 
must compete and must survive in the fierce fight that constantly goes 
on for the advertiser’s dollar. His competition is not just other tele- 
vision stations. It includes newspapers, magazines, billboards, direct 
mail, and specialized publications such as farm journals and business 
trade papers. 

Similarly a network must compete with other advertising media 
for the advertiser’s dollar. The only way we can get revenue as a 
uetwork is to convince the advertiser he should buy our medium rather 
than a campaign in newspapers, magazines, or some other competing 
advertising means such as direct mail. 

Senator Porrer. How much of thie advertising dollar goes to tele- 
vision ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. I have some figures on that, Mr. Chairman. For 
the year 1953, the figures for national television were approximately 

£529 million out of a total for advertising of $7,800 million. So, that 
s less than 10 percent. 

Senator Porrrr. I assume, however, that is constantly growing. 
isn’t it? 
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Mr. Herrernan. It has been growing in relative position. The 
total for newspapers, however, in 1953, was $2,600 million. 

I come to that point next. 

I wish we could claim that network broadcasting outsells other 
media in this competitive race; but the fact is that, on the basis of 
figures for 1953, newspapers still get the biggest slice of the adver- 
tiser’s dollar and magazines and direct mail ampaigns take a big 
slice, too. 

This is the kind of competition we have to meet. As I have indi- 
cated, only as we succeed in selling against this competition do we get 
revenue to meet our costs. 


SPECIAL PROBLEM OF MANY UHF STATIONS 


In a large part of the United States UHF has a special problem, in 
addition to the developmental phase applicable in any new business 
and the aspect of competition which is common to most business. 
This is the conversion problem, which stems from the long “freeze” on 
the grant of new television stations. 

The freeze was imposed in September 1948. Only VHF grants had 
been made up to this time, and 108 such stations took to the air. 

By the time the freeze was lifted and UHF stations began to come 
on the air, VHF had a circulation lead over UHF of 21 million sets. 
There is no use in blinding this fact. It means that in the areas where 
the VHF stations were operating, 64 percent of the families already 
had television sets when UHF operations commenced. And the 21 
million sets they had could not receive VHF. 

To get that service, the owner of a set has two alternatives: To buy 
and have installed a converter and antenna, or to buy a combination 
of UHF-VHF receiver. The cost of conversion varies considerably, 
depending on the requirements of particular situations. 

If the job is done by a serviceman, it can cost anywhere from around 
$25 to $100 and sometimes more. If done as a promotion by the 
station, the cost would be considerably less, as indicated by Mr. Sarkes 
Tarzian in his testimony here. The cost of combination VHF-UHF 
receivers varies from about $20 to $60 more than VHF-only receivers. 

A television station—like any advertising medium—sells circula- 
tion. Unless there are UHF sets in the area, the UHF operation has 
nothing to sell advertisers. 

As a result, advertisers will not place their best programs on these 
stations. The stations need outstanding programing to stimulate 
conversion, but they also need circulation via conversion to attract 
such programing. 

But I don’t want to paint a pessimistic picture of conversion. The 
problem does not exist at all in many areas of the country. And where 
it does exist, a number of UHF stations, aided by good programing, 
have done a fine job of inducing conversions. 

The conversion problem does not exist in those areas where VHF 
did not operate during the freeze and, consequently, VHF did not get 
a strong circulation lead over UHF. Examples of these areas are 
Portland, Oreg.. Wichita, Peoria, Rockford, Decatur, Jackson, Miss., 
Fresno. Wilkes-Barre, South Bend, Fort Wayne, and Columbus, Ga. 

As T have indicated, where the conversion problem does exist, a num- 
ber of UHF operators have done a great job of inducing conversions. 
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In justice to these fine operators, I hesitate to mention specific cities 
lest someone feel he was left out. But, to aid the committee with con- 
crete examples, I want to name some. Iam sure there are still others. 
Examples which come to mind in this group include : 
Harrisburg Montgomery 
Springfield, Mass. Mobile 
Milwaukee Madison 
Norfolk Macon 
Asheville New Britain-Hartford 
Pittsburgh Greenville, S. C. 
Youngstown Des Moines 
York Danville, Ill. 
Saginaw-Bay City Charleston, W. Va. 
acramento Zanesville, Ga. 
Muncie 

Now, Mr. Chairman, you might be interested in some of the out- 
tanding examples: Harrisburg had 86 percent conversion—that is, 
s6 percent of the sets in the area that could receive a VHF signal 
could receive UHF; Youngstown had 75 percent; Muncie, 79; Mont- 
gomery, 98; Mobile, 91; Madison, 98; Greenville, 70; Danville, 87; 
and Zanesville, 78. 

Those were some of the particularly highest percentages. 

Senator Porrer. How many of these were mixed markets‘ Do you 
have any idea? 

Mr. Herrernan. All of these were mixed markets. 

Senator Porrer. All? 

Mr. Herrernan. All of these are mixed markets. 

I dealt first with cities that are not mixed markets. 

Senator Porrer. Yes, I see. 

Mr: Herrernan. Those are not mixed markets, where their prob- 
lem was simpler. These are mixed markets, where the problem is more 
difficult. 

The case of Madison, Wis., which has 98 percent, a particularly out- 
standing one—that was accomplished in 9 months. 

Senator Porrer. Ninety-eight percent conversion ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. Ninety-eight percent conversion. 

Much has been said here about the plight of UHF stations, based 
in part on the number of paper grants returned to the Commission. 
We feel that too much significance may be attributed to the surrender 
of these paper grants for UHF stations which were never built. Of 
the permits returned, however, 14 did re present stations which were 
built and actually began operations. The balance are the paper 
grants. 

We think, Mr. Chairman, it is important to bear in mind the dis- 
tinction between those two statistics. You have heard about a great 
number of permits that were turned back. Sixty-five of those were 
simply paper grants, where they had filed an application to the Com- 
mission and received a grant, but had not built a station. 

Senator Porrer. Did a comparable situation exist in the early days 
of VHF? 

Mr. Herrernan. I refer to that; 33 VHF paper grants were turned 
back. 

I do not regard the 65 or the 33 as the really significant figures. I 
think the 14 UHF stations, which did get built, did go on the air 
ind did cease operations—is a significant figure and one that deserves 
examination, and I propose to go into it. 
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Some of these paper grants were returned in order to get VHF sta- 
tions. Others were for communities with a population which might 
have difficulty supporting a television station of any type of the 
present stage of development. How many had insufficient financing 
from the start is difficult to tell. 

When we come to assess the significance of the surrender of paper 
grants for UHF stations, we should realize that the same thing hap- 
pened, as you suggested, Mr. Chairman, to a considerable extent in 
VHF. Thirty-three paper grants for VHF stations have also been 
surrendered. 

As indicated, 14 UHF stations actually began operations and later 
went off the air. Nine of these have indicated they will attempt to 
resume operations, and the others may or May not. These instances 
deserve closer examination. 

The city in which these stations are located, the number of months 
“ach station operated, and the number of their competitive television 
stations at the date of termination are as follows: 


Competitive 
television 
stitions 


Competitiv 
television City 
stations 


Months of 
operation 


Months of 
operation 


Buffalo : Konses City 
Roanoke 5 Flmira 
Festus (St. Louis 5 7 Oshkosh 
Dayton 5 5 Monroe 
Newport News (Norfolk é Bettle Creek 
Flint } 5 Little Rock 
Louisville ‘ Atlantic City 


The competitive stations are both UHF or VHF—in most instances 
VHF. 

Senator Porrer. You find in most cases you have had quite a good 
deal of competition ? 

Mr. Herrernan. In most instances they did. ‘There were 1 or 2 
unusual instances. 

Little Rock was a very unusual instance. The fellow had only one 
station competing with him. He was in the black; he was making 
money ; but he was like the fellow playing poker who wanted to quit 
while he was a winner, and he quit. 

I do not suggest, however, that is typical of the other UHF’s that 
went off the air. Ido not think it is. 

Senator Porrer. I assume a good deal of this competition is from 
other cities ? 

Mr. Herrernan. It is. 

Senator Porrer. Rather than local competition ? 

Mr. Herrernan. Yes. For example, in the case of Dayton, which 
is the fourth town, I have included not only the 2 VHF stations within 
Dayton; I have included also the 3 VHF stations in Cincinnati, which 
the witness stated here get into his market, and I am taking his testi- 
mony that they do. 

Senator Porrrer. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. In the case of Atlantic City, I am including the 
3 Philadelphia stations, which the witness testified get into his market. 

There are UHF stations in markets which are not as large as some 
of these and where there is also competition from VHF stations which 
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ippear to be doing well or which foresee prospects of favorable opera- 
tion. The committee has heard from some of these stations. 

The record of television station operating failures in relation to 
that of competing media may be significant. Since 1946, when com- 
nercial television began to expand, 17 television stations, 14 UHF and 
} VHF, have suspended operation. In the same period 93 daily news- 
papers and 87 weeklies and semiweeklies have ceased publication. 

Newspapers face the same problems of building circulation and 
gaining advertising revenue as television stations. ‘The fact that 
economic casualties are relatively common in the business of mass 
communication suggests that this is indeed a field where the risks are 
great and where there can be no assurance of profitable operation. 

| might, at this point, Mr. Chairman, refer to a question which you 
asked the other day as to how many sets are regarded as necessary 
economically to support a station. — , 

We have one affiliate in Roswell, N. Mex., who has 20,000 sets, and 
who informs us that he is making money. 

Senator Porrer. Is that right ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. There was a figure referred to here the other day 
of a hundred thousand sets. Actually, of the 177 affiliates that we 
have, 98 of those, or more than half, have less than 100,000 sets. 

Senator Porrrr. I assume in the Roswell, N. Mex., case that there 
s no competition. I would be interested in knowing how much of 
their advertising is national advertising and how much of it is local. 

Mr. Trroomas E. Knope (manager, station relations, National Broad- 
casting Co., Inc.). It is about half and half, local and national. 

Senator Porrer. About half and half, local and national 4 

Mr. Knope. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. That hasan affiliation with NBC / 

Mr. Herrernan. It isan NBC affiliate; that is correct. 

While we are diverted, Mr. Chairman, I might answer one other 
point. 

Some point was made here of the fact that in New Jersey the people 
had to go into New York, which seemed to be very distasteful to some 
for New Jersey public officials to broadcast. Actually, the facts are 
there is a VHF channel, assigned to Newark. There is a Newark 
station. Its studios are in Newark. They have no studios in New 
York, and that station happens to have a regular weekly program 
on which the Governors, Senators, Congressmen appear, and they 
do not have to go into New York to appear on that station. 

Senator Porrer. But is really a New York station, however, isn’t it / 
[t is announced as such and such a station, New York; is that correct ? 
Or is it Newark ? 

Mr. Zappie. I think it is Newark, N.J. It is listed as Newark. 

Mr. Herrernan. It is assigned to Newark, Mr. Chairman, and is 
listed as such. It has happened, for competitive reasons, that it has 
ocated its transmitter on the mpire State Building after first locat- 
ng its transmitter on a high spot out in New Jersey, but it found in 
order to better compete 

Senator Porrer. For all practical purposes, it is a New Jersey 
station ¢ 

Mr. Herrernan. It is; yes, sir. 

Conclusion : 

Commercial UHF television is a new business. It got off to a rapid 
start. Many of the new UHF broadcasters are doing fine. On the 
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other hand, 14 stations terminated their operations after a compara- 
tively short period on the air. 

At NBC we are convinced that the success of UHF is important to 
the public and the entire television industry. We feel therefore that 
the position of UHF at the moment only emphasizes the need for an 
effort by interested parties to do what they can to make UHF a suc- 
cess. 

The leader in this effort should of course be the broadcaster himself. 
Others who are concerned include advertisers and their agencies, 
manufacturers, dealers, and the networks. And, I might add, the 
public itself has a part to play. It can help by recognizing that in 
this fast-growing art UHF is a new service which deserves public 
support through the conversion of sets to receive UHF. 

Senator Porrer. We have heard a lot of testimony about—I assume 
this back to the set manufacturers or to the dealers of television sets— 
advertising practices that are harmful to the development of UHF— 
in other words, that you can buy this set without getting a converter, 
or something of that kind. I believe it has been mentioned that even 
other television VHF stations, when they are putting on additional 
power, advertise that you can hear this station without a converter. 

That would tend to be in conflict with your statement, although I 
guess you made this as a suggestion, that these people should convert. 

Mr. Herrernan. That is Tight. 

It is not really a conflict, I believe, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrrr. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. [ think all facets of this industry should realize 
that it is in the interest of all that UHF be a success, and they should 
do all they reasonably can, within the limits of human nature, which 
will always be with us, to make it a success. 

Senator Porrer. Do you feel that if all new television sets included 
the all-channel tuner, it would put the UHF people in a better com- 
petitive position / 

Mr. Herrernan. I am sure it would, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a reference to that in a moment as an example of what one 
company has done. I assume you are referring, of course, to voluntary 
action by them to help out. 

Senator Porrer. Yes. 

Mr. Herrernan. By this time I am sure it is evident to the com- 
mittee that there is no magic cure-all for the problems which have 
been discussed here. There has been a number of solutions presented, 
many of them tailored to cure specific problems of the private opera- 
tors proposing them. 

At this late date in the hearings we don’t believe it would serve ¢ 
useful purpose for us to go through all these proposals and od 
the arguments for and against them. Rather, we will limit ourselves 
to a few points: 


SENATOR JOHNSON’S EXCISE TAX BILL 


Senator Johnson has proposed to remove the excise tax on television 
sets equipped to receive UHF and on UHF converters. 

This is a most constructive proposal, and we fully and heartily en- 
dorse it. The proposal if enacted, could help UHF so greatly that 
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we commend this committee for its prompt and vigorous resolution 
support of the bill. 

That action by the committee and Senator Johnson’s alert followup 
before the Finance Committee reflect a practical awareness of what 

in be done to help UHF. We hope that this committee, with the con- 

nued assistance of Senator Johnson, will be able to bring home to 
their colleagues in the Senate the points that are so convincingly made 
n the preamble to their resolution endorsing Senator Johnson’s bill. 
lf that resolution and its preamble have not yet been made a part of 
this record, may I suggest they go in before the record is closed. 

Senator Porrer. It has been made a part of the record. 

Mr. Herrernan. The early adoption of Senator Johnson’s bill 
particularly timely because of the advent of color television. 

The replacement of existing VHF receivers may be tremendously 
vecelerated as the demand for color receivers develops. To date, RCA 
has manufactured about 5,000 color television receivers. All of these 
were equipped at the factory to receive UHF as well as VHF. The 
removal of the excise tax on all-channel receivers would encourage 
other manufacturers to follow this example. 

While on the subject of color television, we would like to say some- 
thing about the suggestion to limit color television broadcasting to the 
UHF. We believe this is the most unsound proposal put forward by 
anyone. 

Color television has had a struggle to be born for more than 15 years. 
At last the new baby is here. It is only 6 months old but it is grow- 
ing fast. 

NBC and others are already broadcasting color programs regularly. 
On the NBC Television Network alone the 5 stations we own and 36 of 
our affiliated stations will be equipped to broadcast network color 
shows by the end of this month. All but 4 of these 41 stations are 
VHF. By the year end this figure of 41 is to be increased to 62, of 
which 52 will be VHF and 10 UHF. 

I am sure, Mr. Chairm: ma the committee understands, however, the 
ratio is not that of 10 to 52, but the significant fact here is that these 
color programs originate with the network, and there is great capital 
cost required for the origination of a color show as distinguished from 
simply arranging that a station along the route of the cable can take 
the program off the cable and broadcast it loc ally, 

As Dr. Stanton pointed out, the cost of doing the latter, simply 
taking it off the cable, is perh: aps around $25,000, whereas we are spend- 
ing in NBC alone more than $5 million to build and equip color tele- 
vision studios for operation this fall. 

Two are already completed, and they were used during our broad- 
casts of last year. We are building one large new studio in Cali- 
fornia, and we are equipping a large studio for color in New York. 

Senator Porrer. Will it be economically feasible for the individual 
stations to originate color programs? 

Mr. Herrernan. I am glad you asked that question, Senator, be- 
cause, in fairness to some stations, I wanted to add, in addition to 
eT equipping them to take it off the cable as it goes by, a number of 

tations have bought equipment, color equipment, to originate pro- 
grams, local programs, in color, and those stations deserve credit for 
their pioneering work. A number of them have done that. 

Senator Porrer. But it takes quite a substantial investment? 





1044 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


Mr. Herrernan. That is right. It is considerably more expensive 
than the $25,000 operation to which I referred. A color camera alone, 
for example, would cost more than that at the present time. 

To limit color to VHF would not help that medium, and it would 
stop abruptly the growth of color. 

It is easy enough to say that a VHF operator could be given a 
UHF channel so that he could broadcast color in UHF but to accom- 
plish this would take a long time. New York, for example, would 
require 7 UHF channels. To find these channels, to decide which sta- 
tion should get which channel and to get the new stations built and on 
the air would require a lot of time and a lot of capital which might 
or might not be forthcoming. It is significant that the only network 
which has suggested that color be confined to UHF has yet to broadcast 
a color program. 

The people are entitled to color television now. There is great pub- 
lic interest in this new scientific advance. We feel strongly that color 
television should not be made a hostage in the contest here between 
UHF and VHF. 


Senator Porrer. I am sensitive to that word “hostage.” 
CHANGE IN MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP RULES 


Mr. Herrernan. As I have already said, we feel it would promote 
the public interest in UHF broadcasting for the Commission to lift its 
five televsion station limit and permit experienced broadcasters to 
develop UHF stations. We prefer the Commission proposal to Sena- 
tor Johnson’s other bill on this point. We do not believe that multiple 
owners would be encouraged to enter UHF broadcasting if they were 


forced to surrender VHF stations as the price of admission. 


BOOSTERS AND SATELLITES 


We favor the adoption of engineering standards under which UHF 
and VHF stations would be permitted to use boosters and satellites to 
provide complete and comparable coverage of their areas. 


STUDY OF ELIMINATION OF INTERMIXTURE 


A number of witnesses have proposed a study of the possibility of 
eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF channels in the same 
market. One was candid enough to recognize the great practical 
problems which the elimination of intermixture would entail. 

As the committee knows, Dr. Du Mont proposed to the FCC, before 
the adoption of the present allocation plan, two methods of eliminat- 
ing or at least minimizing intermixture. His organization made a 
more elaborate presentation to the Commission on that point than any 
other. 

It seems highly significant that Dr. Du Mont, who had made the 
strongest plea before the Commission for the elimination of inter- 
mixture, told this committee it is not now practical. And, in fact, no 
one has definitely said that elimination is possible. Those who have 
dealt with the subject propose a study to see if it is possible. 

We do not oppose a study of this by the Commission. We do sug- 
gest, however, that the institution of the study should not raise false 
hopes that it can yield a quick solution of problems that have been 
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mentioned here, or that the elimination of intermixture can be ac- 
complished without a major wrench to the viewing public and the 
broadeast Operators who would be affected. 

We believe also that, before concluding to make such a study, every- 
one concerned should give careful thought to the effect the very 

stitution of the study aie have on UHF itself. 

Would conversion to UHF continue—or would the public just wait 
ind see and all conversions stop? Would advertiser interest in UHF 

further dampened while the industry waited for the development 
of a new allocation plan ¢ 

Mr. Chairman, we feel that this committee has done a constructive 
thing in holding these hearings so that all segments of the industry 
could be heard. Again I want to thank the committee for its con- 
sideration in permitting NBC to present its views. 

Senator Porrrr. Mr. Heffernan, I want to thank you for your 
statement, 

I wish to apologize for the many delays we have had during the 
course of the hearing, and you have all been most patient. 

Senator Bowring, do you have any questions ¢ 

Senator BowrrnG. No, thank you. 

Senator Porrer. And I sincerely hope we haven’t interfered too 
much with your proposed trip. 

Mr. Herrernan. Not at all, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your 
courtesy very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. Now we will get into the rebuttal 
phase, and let me again state that I am going to be heav y on the gavel 
if anybody transgresses that half-hour per iod. 

First, we will hear from Mr. Cottone. 

Mr. Cottone, it is good to have you before the committee again. I 
understand you are going to split the time with Mr. Roberts. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, I am, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 


STATEMENT OF BENEDICT P. COTTONE, COUNSEL FOR THE 
UHF INDUSTRY COORDINATING COMMITTEE 


Mr. Corrone. It is most gracious of you, Mr. Chairman, to say what 
you just did, and it is most gracious of the committee to allow us this 
additional time. 

Senator Porrer. We are happy to do it. We want to have all the 
facts we can, or as many facts as we can, before the committee, and 
we realize there is bound to be a certain conflict in testimony, and it 
is only right that the participants have a right to make any corrections 
ihey feel they should make. 

Mr. Corrone. Mr. Chairman, let me say I want to avoid being 
banged by your gavel, but I have a statement which will run more than 
15 minutes. 

Senator Porrer. Would you speak just a little louder, Mr. Cottone? 

Mr. Corronr. Yes, sir. Let me say my statement, as written, and 
which I regret is not available in mimeograph form at the present 
time to the committee—it is now being mimeographed—will run more 
than 15 minutes. However, I do not wish to intrude upon Mr. Rob- 
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erts’ time, and I expect, if I am to be limited to the 15 minutes, to put 
the remainder of my statement in the record. 

Senator Porrer. Yes; that will be fine. 

Do you want me to give you a signal at the end of 15 minutes? 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, sir, unless you forget it. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Corrone. Mr. Chairman, I might say the mimeographed copies 
will be here today before the conclusion of the hearings, and those who 
are interested in having them will have copies available. 

Senator Porrer. Fine. 

Mr. Corronr. I would like to point out at the outset, Mr. Chair- 
man, before going into the presentation, that we have had, I think, 
quite a bit of discussion about the New York situation, and the ques- 
tion as to whether New York has 7 stations or 6 stations, and New 
Jersey 1. We were rather interested in Mr. Heffernan’s comment 
about there being 6 stations in New York and 1 in New Jersey, because 
when he was proceeding to discuss the question of losses among the 
14 stations between New York and Los Angeles, he drew no distinction 
as regards Newark, and when he was discussing the question of the 
ability to provide 7 UHF stations to New York, he did not distinguish 
between New York and Newark in that discussion. 

Senator Porrrer. That is the beauty of statistics. You can use 
them as vou wish. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee has.generously afforded the UHF 
group this additional opportunity to give what has been described as a 
rebuttal presentation. May I say at the outset that the UHF industry 
coordinating committee is most grateful not only for this opportunity 
but for the patience, tolerance, and understanding which this sub- 
committee has shown in hearing our evidence and that of others on the 
grave problem before it. 

It is not entirely accurate, however, to describe what we now have 
tosay asarebuttal. For we believe it should now be plain that, with 
one possible discordant note, namely that sounded by the so-called 
VHF emergency defense group speaking through its counsel, Mr. 
Pierson, there has been substantial harmony upon the basic fact that 
there is a critical situation today stemming from the present tele- 
vision allocation plan. 

The factual evidence you have heard, and I place emphasis on the 
word “factual,” establishes convincingly the basic proposition that 
where UHF stations are in direct competition with multiple VHF 
services, a situation which today exists in virtually all parts of the 
country under the present intermixture plan of allocation, UHF sta- 
tions simply cannot survive such competition, because of the over- 
whelming handicaps and disadvantages created by the disparity of 
facilities. This disparity is the knife in the very heart of UHF’s 
ability to compete on a fair basis for the advertising dollar, for net- 
work programs, and for the other wherewithal which makes possible 
local program service in the public interest. 

The so-called UHF success stories which you have heard given 
by the gentlemen from Muncie, Norfolk, and Columbus have, in fact, 
forcefully corroborated rather than disproven the basic proposition. 
For these situations vividly demonstrate the converse of the basic 
proposition by proving that in the rare instances where UHF stations 
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ve to date remained relatively unexposed to the direct competition 

established multiple VHF services, they have been able to live. 
But their present ability to live does not mean immunity from the fate 
vhich has stricken some and threatens many others. 

Experience with what has happened in the past betokens even for 

e Muncies, the Norfolks, and the Columbuses the possibility if not 

elihood, that all will not continue to go as well for them when there 

gins to occur the inevitable invasion of their markets by additional 
iperpower, superheight VHF stations. We venture to suggest, 

‘refore, that 1f the Woodalls persist in the bland and supine atti- 

de here expressed in regard to the present allocation, they may soon 

| that they have been living in a fool’s paradise. 

Except for the discordant note introduced here by the belatedly 
organized so-called VHF emergency defense group, speaking through 
Mr. Pierson, there has been substantial unanimity of responsible 

inion that the situation today is chronically inherent in the present 

‘ation scheme and, either implicitly or explicitly, the brunt of such 
ponsible opinion, with the exception noted, recognizes that the 
re must be found there. I choose the word “responsible” ad- 
edly, because I think that the VHF group’s analogy of the problem 

‘painful sores” on an infant’s legs is nothing short of a shocking 
regard of the realities recognized by almost everyone else from 
hom you have heard. 

The overwhelming unrefuted facts, again (I use the word “un- 

futed” advisedly also, because there were no facts given by the 
VHF group except inapplicable analogies to past experiences of VHF 
operators), I say the overwhelming and unrefuted facts have shown 

UHF simply cannot now compete, and cannot reasonably be 
‘xpected in the future to compete, against multiple VHF services 
der the present allocation, and that something must be done to 
nge that allocation if nationwide competitive television service 
» be a reality rather than a mere hope. yeti 5 rege the 
derstandably complacent attitude of the VHF group, it is safe to 
edict that when all VHF stations are operating under the present 
llocation the trend of today will be aggravated in most areas of the 
try. 

In recognizing that the allocation scheme is the critical focal point, 
the re sponsib le opinion here expressed similarly recognizes that mere ly 
through such measures which, at best, furnish only a hope that the 
public will buy all-channel receivers, UHF cannot be reasonably ex 
pected 1 o develop beyond the point in which UHF finds itself today. 
On the contrary it is more reasonably to be expected that it will retro- 
gress toward the point at which it started 2 years ago when the freeze 

3 lifted. Without UHF, television will be confined ultimately to 
the eal few hundred tremendpus coverage VHF stations oe 
to the top major markets, a situation which may aptly be described a 
the large national advertiser’s dream but the local public’s nightmare. 

Wee annot and do not deny that the problem is one of great complex 
ity. But the complexity of the problem cannot in good conscience 
forestall or freighten away any attempt at solution. We are sure 
that the Senate committee which sought to undertake this very inquir Vv 
into the problem and this subcommittee are not susceptible to being 
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frightened away from its solution because of its complexity. Had it 
been so disposed, it could have left the matter where it stood because 
there was then, as far as we know, no clamor either from the Com- 
mission or UHF operators, that this inquiry be undertaken. This 
subcommittee must therefore be presumed to have been prepared, as 
its members have been at various times during these hearings indi- 
cated, to do whatever is possible to place television on the right tracks 
toward the universally recognized desirable goal, a nationwide com- 
petitive system. We earnestly and sincerely believe that this occasion 
will be the last clear chance presented to do so. Neither the Congress, 
the Commission, the industry nor the public can afford to let this 
chance slip by. For the pattern that will crystallize from here on out, 
in the event of inaction or the type of desultory action suggested by the 
VHF group, will seriously affect generations to come. 

I think it is fair to repeat at this point, that there is virtual unanim- 
ity of substantial segments of this industry on the proposition that 
equality of competitive opportunity among television stations is the 
sina qua non of nationwide competitive television service to the public 
and that reallocation is the logical means to the desired end. The 
UHF industry has demonstrated substantial unity on this point. The 
NARTB recognizes the necessity of action toward the desired end 
although it does not suggest the method. The Du Mont network im- 
plicitly concedes that reallocation is logical and essential although 
its specific proposals are along other lines with which we do not 
agree because we believe those proposals attack the basic problem at 
its fringe rather than its core. The ABC network similarly recog- 
nizes the need for reallocation as the means to competitive service and 
the CBS network, through Dr. Stanton, has come forward most forth- 
rightly and stated that prompt combined efforts toward a more sound 
allocation must be undertaken if the public’s position is to be protected. 
And I note from Mr. Heffernan’s statement that he at least nods in 
the direction of attempting a reallocation. The differences of opinion 
go only to the kind of reallocation which should be sought. 

Dr. Stanton agrees that the moving of all television stations to the 
UHF spectrum will most certainly and most clearly remove the com- 
petitive inequality between the two services. However, Dr. Stanton 
dismisses this solution because he claims that it will hurt the public 
through obsolescence of receivers. The UHF group has proposed 
the move of all stations to UHF over a transition period because this 
is, we believe, the only sound method of assuring a truly nationwide 
competitive television system. ‘This proposal was intended, through 
an orderly method of transition, to achieve the admittedly logical 
and desirable ultimate result without serious injury to public 
investments. 

Not so long ago, Dr. Stanton was urging that the long-range ben- 
efits to the public of a then incompatible color system justified obso- 
lescence of a substantial public investment in television receivers. Dr. 
Stanton then advocated what he believed was best for the ultimate 
service to the public upon a basis which, in complete fairness to him 
and to CBS, was designed to minimize the serious effects to the public. 
That basis was early establishment, of the CBS color system before 
too heavy a public investment in black and white sets was made. We 
submit that the UHF industry coordinating committee proposal, in 
precisely the same manner as the CBS proposal of not so long ago. 
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designed to do two things: First, to lay at the earliest possible date 
the groundwork for the system of television broadcasting likely to 
be most beneficial to the public interest on a long- range basis; and, 
second, to accomplish this with the least possible injury to public in- 
vestment. But in complete fairness to our position, Dr. Stanton 

iould have recognized that we urge orderly transition over a period 
of time so geared to amortization of investments and normal replace- 
ment of existing receivers that private and public injury would be 
minimized to the greatest extent possible and that we should be cred- 
ited with the same basic concern for public interest as he had. 

gi Stanton’s purpose in seeking to give the public the benefits of 
color was tempered by a desire to ‘avoid complicating the problem of 
obsolescence. Indeed, the possibility of obtaining the long-range ben- 
efits of color television before the situation had become too seriously 
frozen accounted for at least 2 years of the freeze. We are not criti- 
cal of the detour taken in order to solve this problem because we 
believe the purpose was sincere. But by the same token, Dr. Stanton 
should not quarrel with our suggestion of a freeze where its sole 
purpose is to avoid complicating a solution of the basic problem. It 

hardly cricket, in this frame of reference, to sheer away from a 
freeze urged for the ancillary purpose of facilitating a reallocation, 
and I wish to assure you that is our only purpose in suggesting a 
freeze by the argument that because the last freeze lasted 40 months, 
most of which was occasioned by the color issue, any new freeze must 
he avoided because it might again last that long. 

We believe, however, that in the final analysis, Dr. Stanton’s pres- 
entation was most forthright in that he recognized that a grave prob- 
lem exists which can only be met by serious consideration of reallo- 
cation measures. We certainly accept his premise that reallocation 

the proper method by which to achieve nationwide competitive 
service. We have felt and feel that this premise must lead logically 
to a single spectrum system because the availabilities in VHF are so 
limited that UHF alone can bring about the « equal opportunity to com- 
pete for the maximum possible ‘public service. But we nevertheless 
endorse Dr. Stanton’s recommendation of a study to determine whether 

' feasible de-intermixture plan can accomplish the nec essary goal 

( of a truly nationwide competitive system provided that such study is 

speedily accomplished so that it may promptly be determined whether 

will or will not be necessary to go to a single spectrum system in 

order to provide a truly nationwide system providing equal competi- 
tive opportunity to broadcasters. 

In order that there be no misunderstanding as to our position, we 
should like to make clear again that we do not suggest solutions which 
ve have stated merely seek to cure the results rather than the cause of 
the problem. The networks have explained that the good and bad 
experiences reported by UHF and small market VHF stations stems 
from the basic disparity and inequality between VHF and UHF sta- 
tions where UHF stations are forced to compete with VHF stations. 
The necessity of providing the more choice and most acceptable facili- 
ties that may be available for the advertiser compels networks to favor 
VHF stations wherever a selection or choice is possible. Accordingly 
UHF stations find themselves increasingly in an unfavorable position 
wherever VHF facilities are or become available for network use. 
And this situation impairs whatever disposition networks may sin- 
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cerely have to accord UHF stations equitable treatment in making 
programs available. In view of these facts, we have not and do not 
urge measures designed to regulate network practices or their rela- 
tionships with stations because it is our belief that such measures 
merely seek to cure the results rather than the cause of the problem. 

I would now like to deal with what I have referred to as the dis- 
cordant note. The presentation of the so-called CHF Emergency 
Defense Group, m: se through Mr. Pierson, demonstrates a somewhat 
shocking philosophy. They have come before this subcommittee with 
an attitude which would virtually deny to Congress any responsibility 
to act to protect the public interest. It opposes ever ything and favors 
nothing except a single measure pertaining to excise taxes on all- 
channel receivers which concededly can give no assurance of solving 
the serious problem this subcommittee has set out to solve. This 
group’s atttitude is reflected in its recommendation that after holding 
these may days of hearings, this subcommittee should now refrain 
from exercising any deliberate function, and merely refer the entire 
record to the Commission for such action as the Commission may see 
fittotake. We believe this attitude was aptly characterized by Senator 
Potter in his remark at the end of Mr. Pierson’s testimony of several 
hours, when Senator Potter analyzed the philosophy expressed as one 
which, carried to the extreme, would “destroy representative 
government.” 

The VHF group came to you with a discourse on free enterprise, 
predicated on the fallacious concept that Government should keep 
its hands off anything and everything that affects the status quo. 
I'he fallacy of Mr. Pierson’s free-enterprise philosophy is that it 
conveniently ignores that where Government must of necessity, lay 
the basic groundwork upon which an industry must operate, as it does 
in the radio field through allocations of facilities, there can be no true 
free enterprise if the pattern prescribed does not and cannot provide 
opportunity. for free and equal competition. Although Mr. Pierson 
would have you believe that the proposals of many witnesses for reallo- 
cation are alien to our traditional free enterprise philosophy, we 
assert that on the contrary our case is firmly grounded on the premise 
that free enterprise must be the basis upon which the American system 
of broadcasting must continue. 

Free enterprise, by definition, means the availability to all who 
desire to enter a business, of equal opportunity to ¢ ompete with others 
in that business. The greatest threat that exists today to a continu- 
ance of free enterprise in broadcasting is that because of the greater 
advantages given by the Government, through allocation of fre- 
quencies, to some in this business, a large part of all the existing and 
potential entrepreneurs who are willing to go into this business, will 
be forced out of it, or will refuse to get into it. This means inevitable 
monopoly, and as we have said, monopoly breeds public distrust and 
invites vigorous Government regulatory controls. This is what we are 
trying to avoid by suggesting equal competitive opportunity to serve. 
And in suggesting reallocation as the proper method of providing 
equal competitive opportunity, we are not asking Government to 
guarantee profits; we are not asking Government to eliminate or pro- 
tect us from competition; and we are not trying to deprive the public 
of service, but are rather trying to assure to the public for the future, 
the measure of diversified competitive service to which it is entitled. 
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Mr. Pierson’s strained argument that we seek monopoly (which he 
ought to illustrate by the Greenville situation) borders on absurdity, 
because it was predicated on his premise that unequal facility ad- 
vantages, made possible only through governmental action, should be 
ccepted supinely. 

Mr. Pierson looks down his nose at the small entrepreneurs who 

ould be willing to stay in, or go into UHF, if equal facilities were 
provided. At one point, he in effect referred to these entrepreneurs 
1s undesirables. Why were they undesirables? Because, Mr. Pierson 

if the Government should now seek to equalize the situation, the 

VHF stations who are, in his mind, the “undesirables,” because they 

re backed by tremendous financial resources, will be unwilling to 
nd for such “fickleness” on the part of the Government. 

Mr. Corrone. It is obvious that what Mr. Pierson means is that 

clients could not be sure of the ability to get returns of up to 

) percent on their investments or to be able to sell their VHF sta- 
tions for prices up to $8,500,000 within a relatively short time after 
the Government gave them this favored opportunity to serve the 
p 1 lie. 

Senator Porrer. How much more time do you have ? 

Mr. Corrone. I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, that I will have at least 
\0 minutes time and at this point, if I ge I would like to conclude. 

Senator Porrer. All right. I hate to go ahead and rescind my own 
ruling but I will give you the opportunity. You can continue and 
| will give Mr. Pierson the right to equal time. 

Mr. Prerson. It will be entirely satisfactory to me if Mr. Cottone 

ill give me an opportunity to digest his remarks before I am called. 

Mr. Corronr. I have no objection to that. 

Senator Porrer. Al! right, proceed, Mr. Cottone. 

Mr. Corronr. He also me: me that those who are in the small group 
now taking the bulk of the total television revenues might put their 
financial backing elsewhere if the Government were to become so 
fickle as to change the present situation so that some others, through 
equal competitive opportunity, might get a chance at a small part of 
these revenues. 

If these are the kind of “desirables” that Mr. Pierson is talking 
about, and we doubt that all his VHF stations really share this 
attitude, it might be much better for the public for those who do feel 
this way to pull up stakes and go elsewhere, for such an attitude can 
hardly be characterized as public spiritedness. 

Would Mr. Pierson suggest to one of his clients that in the event of 
such fickleness on the part of the Government, his client should an- 
nounce to his viewing audience that he does not wish to continue to 
run a TV station because he might have his returns cut down to 50 
percent instead of 100 percent or 300 percent on his investment ? 

In his testimony of several hours Mr. Pierson skillfully avoided a 
direct statement or an answer to the question: How can UHF stations 
ever be able to compete against VHF stations in the same area? How, 
f all or substantially all, of the UHF stations now in operation shut 
down, can the public ever be induced in the future to buy sets which 
receive UHF% When, in the timeless timetable constructed on his 
foundation of patience e, does he expect that if present UHF stations 
shut down, any existing or new entrepreneurs will ever want to touch 
UHF even with the proverbial fork or 10-foot pole? Mr. Pierson 
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cannot possibly be referring to his VHF stations as those who will 
bring UHF back. For he told us himself that these are the kind of 
entrepreneurs who, if the Government should become so fickle as to 
try to equalize opportunities for all TV broadcasters so that their own 
75 percent, 100 percent, and 300 percent returns might be cut down 
somewhat, they would not want to continue to risk their capital in this 
business. I am sure he is not referring either to the UHF broad- 
casters who tried, and “lost their shirts,” because even he would prob- 
ably concede that even the small child who is burned does not stick his 
finger in the same fire. 

Mr. Pierson, without making the slightest effort to show, by any 
facts, how even more entrenched VHF monopoly which is now devel- 
oping can be averted unless something is done, then proceeds to oppose 
everything and favor virtually nothing. With lawyerlike logic, and ex- 
cept for occasional slips under questioning, he constructs a thesis based 
upon his fallacious premise that Government has no business doing 
anything to create a climate of free enterprise in which competition 
is possible. He differed with Senator Schoeppel’s suggestion that 
Government might have a responsibility to do something to assure a 
more equal distribution of network programing because that raised 
in his mind the specter of common-carrier regulation. Yet in the next 
breath he volunteered that Government does have the responsibility, 
under the antitrust laws and under the public-interest concept in the 
Communications Act, to avoid monopolistic practices. I agree with 
Mr. Pierson that the issuance of certificates of convenience and neces- 
sity under the common carrier concept could well create the unde- 
sirable result of limiting to four the number of networks which would 
be permitted to operate. But it surpasses human understanding how 
Mr. Pierson can become horrified at the possibility that we may only 
have four networks and then go on to say that there is nothing wrong 
with the present allocation scheme, also prescribed by governmental 
regulation, which limits the number of equal stations in most of the 
major markets of the country to two or less stations. Indeed, we were 
told, in the face of the tremendous returns of a small group of VHF 
stations in these markets, that more than two UHF stations may be 
too many. 

Now, Mr. Pierson after many pages of dissertation of his free-enter- 
prise concept, concludes that every constructive suggestion made to 
this subeommittee for solving the serious calamity threatening the 
industry and the public should be opposed. But he then momentarily 
casts off his free-enterprise robes, momentarily recognizes that there is 
a problem and is willing to concede that Government should do a little 
something about it. Up to now, this whole “mess,” as Senator 

Jowring described it, was to Mr. Pierson’s mind none of the Gov- 
ernment’s business. What does he suggest? Remove the excise tax 
on all-channel receivers. He did not tell you how this could reason- 
ably be expected to solve the problem. He did not suggest how the 
public could be assured the benefit of the saving that would result. 
He vaguely implied that elimination of the tax might remove the 
whole amount of the present differential in cost between VHF and 
all-channel receivers. But he did not tell you that, even if the differ- 
ential in the receiver cost would inure to the public’s benefit, by far 
the greatest amount of the cost for getting a UHF receiver in operation 
in the homes is the much greater cost of antennas, installation and 
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rvicing. Apparently, Mr. Pierson does not believe that the Gov- 
nment should be throwing out bones to anyone unless the bone is 

ill enough to stop the dog from barking for a few moments only. 

\ile he champions his concept of free enterprise, he is not troubled 
governmental intrusion so long as it doesn’t help the other fellow 
too much. In this instance, he fell out of the free-enterprise saddle 
foramoment. But when he was asked, by Senator Bowring, I believe, 
whether something more shouldn’t be done to make sure that the 
public would be able to obtain the all-channel receivers, he suddenly 
found the stirrups again, and was back in the saddle riding the old 
horse again. Going any further, he says, would be getting the Gov- 
ernment too far into the sacred domain and the public should be left 
to shift for itself. 

Mr. Pierson, for his 135 clients, would also appear to be willing 
to step up his bone throwing, even though it means a little more Gov- 
ernment intrustion, by voicing a hope for boosters. Here again he 

ls to tell us how it helps. I am sure some of his VHF clients would 

‘e some boosters to increase their coverage and boost their revenues. 

ey can afford to wait for them, too. And I rather doubt that they 

iid have too much difficulty in raising the money to establish and 
operate them. 

Mr. Pierson as his final suggestion, would like to see the Com- 

ssion eliminate more red tape. Frankly, after his valiant defense 

the so-called quickie grants and the Commission’s overnight mer- 
ver-payoft procedures, I was a bit puzzled at this suggestion. I only 
onclude that Mr. Pierson regards the present procedures as only a 
ep in the right direction and that to eliminate what else remains of 
he chooses to call redtape, he would bolt the Secretary’s doors 

the moment that the merger-payoff deal was filed, and instead of 
ting until the next day for a grant, he would have the seven Com- 
ssioners on hand in the Secretary’s office at 5 P. M. Tuesday night, 

id them the signatures on the applications, and then call for a vote. 

In view of Mr. Pierson’s description and justification of the quickie 
grants, I believe it should be presented in its proper light. I am 
preparing a memorandum on this subject which I hope the subcom- 

tee will permit me to submit for the record when it is completed. 

With regard to the question of the inevitable payoff involved in 
these mergers, Mr. Pierson was aware of no serious problem. In view 
of the concern shown by this subcommittee in the questioning of Mr. 
Pierson on this subject, we would earnestly like to urge that before 
these hearings are concluded, the Commission be requested to furnish 
the details as to each of the merger transactions which have been 
ipproved under its current procedures with a showing of amounts 
aid to withdrawing parties and just what considerations were shown 
» have been given for these amounts. In one instance of which I am 
personally a ware, sums in excess of $205,000 have been agreed upon 

the price of withdrawal. If Mr. Pierson is not disturbed by these, 

here are at least two present Commissioners who have been, and 
ho have dissented in such payoff cases. 

What is Mr. Pierson’s justification for the procedure? He says it 
s designed to beat out the filing of strike applicatiens. But in the 
next breath he sanctions the encouragement of strike applications 

hich he admits the procedure does, by finding nothing wrong with 
rewarding the strike applicant or getting into the same bed with him 


+ 
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by merging. I find it most difficult to follow through logically to this 
result from the public interest premise on which Mr. Pierson purports 
to predicate his argument. 

Mr. Pierson says you can’t prove the other fellow is a strike appli- 
cant. ‘Therefore, under his reasoning, you should reward him. The 
concept is, to say the least, a shocking one. The simple answer is that 
an applicant who is really a strike applicant will not wish to be 
smoked out by the most effective means yet developed in our juris- 
prudence for getting at the truth: a public hearing where witnesses 
are placed under oath and subjected to the test of cross-examination 
of the lawyers for the several applicants, and Commission counsel. 

Mr. Pierson has less concern about the public-interest aspects of 
mergers of this kind and payoffs than the courts have traditionally 
had, and than the Commission at one time had. In my memorandum, 
I hope to be able to show definitively that courts and other public 
bodies have regularly frowned upon procuring the withdrawal of 
competitive requests for Government privileges or franchises by the 
buying out of the competition and have refused to lend their processes 
to such practices. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Cottone. 

Mr. Corrone. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Porrer. How long will you take, Mr. Roberts ? 

Mr. Roserrs. Fifteen minutes. 

Senator Porrer. We are happy to have you with us back before 
our committee and I sincerely regret the time limit put on this type 
of rebuttal but I found if we do not have time limits we will be con- 
tinuing for some time. I will be looking forward to hearing what you 
have to say. 


REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. ROBERTS, GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF UHF TV ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rosrerts. May I have your permission to use a few of the pre- 
cious minutes allocated to us for rebuttal, to express the dismay and 
regret we feel at the departure of a fine and courageous man, Senator 
Hunt. Only those of his friends who knew the great strains under 
which he has been laboring for the past several months can appre- 
ciate his devotion to the work of this subcommittee and his deep 
interest in the basic purposes of these hearings. It was my privilege 
to work with Senator Hunt within the past 2 years when he was 
engaged in a prolonged and intensive study of the manner in which 
public opinion can be controlled and distorted through media of com- 
munication. He devoted many days to the study of the abuse of 
privilege within legislative agencies and with his profound belief in 
the dignity and importance of the functions of the Senate. He was 
most concerned with ways and means by which the effectiveness of the 
investigatory process could be increased and the rights and freedoms 
of all of the people and our constitutional democracy preserved. He 
was with us in the last session of this subcommittee, and I feel that 
in losing him, we have lost a friend of great understanding. Perhaps 
in that other land where election results are not counted, and all is 
devoted to the good and true, we may still have his assistance and 
his friendship. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is conventional for lawyers to summarize at the 
onclusion of a trial by repeating the points which they announced 
n the beginning, implyi ing what logic the ‘y may possess to the evidence 
bearing on these points. I know of nothing in the original presenta- 
tion of the UHF Association which I desire to retract or modify. The 
principles have stood the test of challenge and the need for immediate 
congressional support has been demonstrated. Here is the case by 
subjects—intermixture, for example. The presentation of Mr. Cullom 
is the key to the attitude of the VHF networks and VHF broadcasters 
with respect to UHF. He reaflirms his conclusion that UHF is 
presently and permanently an inferior service incapable of serving 
rugged or rural areas better adapated to the equivalent of 250-watt 
standard-broadcast philosophy and unfit for his clients. He further 
holds that the Commission’s allowable powers and tower height for 
UHF as compared with VHF, are inadequate. In these cone pastons 
he is diametrically opposed to the findings of the Federal Communica 
tions Commission upon which the entire present allocation system is 
based. I refer you to paragraphs 197 to 200 inclusive, of the Com- 
mission’s sixth report and order. 

Chere is room for argument, and its is assumed that lawyers will 
select the arguments more favorable to the interests of their client. I 
most emphatically deny that this course is available to engineers, and 
believe that they must be governed by the facts and only the facts. 
They must not blow hot and cold on matters of technical truth. 

[ refer you also to a publication of the Radio Corporation of 
a rica, known as Broadcast News, volume No. 71, September-Octo- 

+1952, in which there is an official report on the test experience in 
z installation of UHF in Portland, Orege. Among other things 


stated in the RCA report are the following: 


A QuICcCK SUMMARY 


What did I find out? The whole story is told in detail in the following pages. 
However, for those who can’t wait here’s a quick summary. 

(a) In general the performance of KPTV has been such as to startle the 
industry. Most of the experienced radiomen investigating it in person have 
agreed that it is “much better than expected.” 

(b) More specifically, KPTV is delivery class A coverage (74dbu) to about 
20 miles in all direction where there is population, and class B coverage (.64 dbu 
to 30 or more miles in the directions where there is favorable terrain 

(c) Although there are local “dead spots” the total population in these areas 
is probably less than 5 percent of that in the city proper, and less than 12 percent 
of that in the whole trading area. 

It is a well-known fact that with VHF operation also, there are 
“dead spots” within the class A coverage, and as higher gains are used, 
that these “dead spots” become a serious problem. However, the 
essential conclusion to be reached from the criticism of UHF is that 
there isa present difference in UHF; that if it is less desirable to reach 
remote areas, then it must be used in the heavily populated and con- 
gested areas where the mass of population may be well served, and 
VHF in the lowest frequencies might be placed in the remote areas 
where its greater range and adaptability to varying terrain could be 
best utilized. 

Basic to the consideration of the Cullom theory which underlies the 
refusal of the VHF supporters to offer service on UHF stations, is the 
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present inadequacy of power and the present inadequacy of receivers 
for UHF operation. These will be and are being corrected, and the 
services become constantly more nearly comparable. 

The presentations in general on behalf of all of the VHF advocates 

and those who urge that there is no need for governmental action, are 
skillful and thorough. It is to be expected that men of such high 
caliber and with such enormous resources would exercise their greatest 
talents in the interest of continued control of the billions of dollars 
involved in the television industry. But the net effect of their factual 
statements is that they acknow ledge and desire substantially complete 
control of the television broadcast industry in themselves. It is sug- 
gested that sufficient competition exists between the two major net- 
works, although ABC concedes that there is need for a third network. 
Nevertheless, the evidence is conclusive that all of these parties em- 
phasize the clear channel theory of network operation. They desire 
the maximum power to cover great areas from conveniently located 
antenna in the big communities, and they emphasize the economic im- 
possibility of extending service to the smaller communities and the 
sparsely populated areas. This theory is inconsistent with the basic 
premises of the allocation by the Commission, and it is inconsistent 
with the testimony supporting local stations, local news, and local 
public-service programing. The most democratic broadcasting sys- 
tem and the one most useful to the people, is afforded by a multiplicity 
of stations and with a reduction of fringe area reception. 

This can best be accomplished by a substantial elimination of the 
technical results of intermixture and the redistribution, until com- 
petitive status can again be established, of the control of network 
programing. I cannot see how free speech is less impaired by gov 
ernmental regulation of networks than it is by such regulation of 
licensees. I cannot see how public communication can be more of- 
fensively controlled by the Government than by private interests. 

The immediate solution lies in action by this committee to indicate 
the absolute necessity for use of all of the UHF chanels in an efficient 
manner, and for the adoption by the Commission under its existing 
powers of regulation governing network broadcasting and network 
affiliation agreements which will permit the economic development of 
UHF. 

As I stated before Mr. Chairman, lawyers customarily make their 
final argument by referring to their initial presentation, presenting 
as well as they can the facts that have been offered in support of or 
against it and, finally, they culminate by trying to say that everything 
they said in the first place was correct and true. 

T am not going to depart from that custom, 

I stand precisely behind the recommendations made to the com 
mittee initially by the UHF Committee and I see no reason to depart 
from that. presentation. 

The most important issue before the committee as this hearing is 
about to adjourn is the question of whether or not the television re- 
quirements of this country should be provided by a limited number of 
national agencies operating superpower stations in the nature of clear- 
channel-type operations, or whether or not that service should be 
provided by stations located as closely as possible to the people who 
are going to serve all, with due regard to the technical limitations of 
television. 
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Are you going to take the system advocated by Mr. Stanton of trying 
to cover the largest audience covered profitably from a single source, 
xtending that audience on VHF stations because that is what they 
have by way of boosters and other devices, that is what they have 
suggested and there is no need for the use of UHF stations or, on the 
ontrary, will you retain the basic philosophy of the Commission and 
place those stations in accordance with need so as to give the entire 
country coverage in a free manner? That is the issue. 

In support of all the basic representations of the VHF stations, I 
believe you will find that the Cullom engineering theory is the source, 
that is the foundation. That foundation says in effect and in sub- 
stance through Mr. Cullom’s mouth as adopted by the others in one 
form or another that UHF is not only inferior presently but UHF 
is inherently inferior and under any standards you can attain, UHF 
is an inferior service which should be limited only to fill in the rural 
districts. 

I desire to challenge that statement. 

[ desire to say that while I feel lawyers have some right to select 
heir arguments, engineers have no right. Engineers must take the 
basic technical facts and stick to them, regardless of who pays them, 
ind Mr. Cullom’s testimony could not stand that test. 

| offer you the empirical evidence in which RCA and NBC, its 

ibsidiary, have stated that they have aided UHI’. They have. You 
have heard some able testimony by very able men trying to support 
and maintain a multi-billion-dollar investment, but you have got to be 
consistent. 

If UHF is inherently inferior, then obviously there must be a re- 
allocation and a maximum use must be made of the superior system. 

But right at the time when NBC had supported the Portland sta- 
tion, the first commercial UHF station, which had a 1-kilowatt trans- 
mitter, there was published and widely distributed in this splendid 
magazine entitled “Broadcast News,” put out by RCA, an article on 
how good UHF was. 

I want to read you some of the things said to the industry at that 
time. This article was written by John P. Taylor, manager of the 
advertising section of RCA engineering products department. This 
particular issue is the September—October 1952 issue, volume No. 71. 

Now, the article starts out by saying : 

Then going on over in the story a little bit, the article by Mr. Taylor 
has this to say: 

UHF In PortLtanp—How Is It Dorne? 

A quick summary. 

What did I find out? The whole story is told in detail in the following pages. 
However, for those who can’t wait, here’s a quick summary. 

(@) In general, the performance of KPTV has been such as to startle the 
ndustry. Most of the experienced radio men investigating it in person have 
agreed that it is “much better than expected.” 

(b) More specifically, KPTV is delivering class A coverage (74 dbu) to about 
20 miles in all directions where there is population, and class B (64 dbu) to 
30 or more miles in the directions where there is favorable terrain. 

(c) Although there are local dead spots, the total population in these areas 
is probably less than 5 percent of that in the city proper, and less than 12 per- 
cent of that in the whc le trading area. 
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There are other comments with reference to VHF, but I would like 
to go on to this statement: 

Lack of sufficient good UHF receivers and difficulty with makeshift conver- 
sions have caused some truble. Most of this, however, is attributed to inade- 
quate deliveries on the part of some manufacturers. It is felt that these diffi- 
culties will be largely cleared in a matter of weeks. 

In like manner, men in the industry told the industry that DHF 
did remarkably well and UHF was giving satisfactory service in a 
brand-new art and with only kilowatts of power. 

RCA went to the industry before the color decision came out, which 
deals with the entire subject of color and which is a very massive and 
important compendium from which one might have assumed that 
RCA did everything in the industry, of course, but in that they put 
certain documents. 

The inference of Mr. Cullom was that he was conveying to this 
committee the consensus, the accepted consensus of the entire engi- 
neering profession. He did not at anytime indicate that he had 
unique or unusual discouraged views about UHF, although he did 
say things concerning certain criteria of lis that I will mention. 

In the petition of Radio Corp. of America and the National Broad- 
casting Co., Inc., for approval of color standards for the RCA color- 
television system, at page 525 of that document it says: 

In order more fully to test various facets of color broadcasting, NBC trans- 
mitted a total of 160 hours of color programs and technical tests over its UHF 
experimental transmitter located at Bridgeport, Conn. As a result of these 
transmissions, it is our belief that color broadcasts on UHF can be accomplished 
as successfully as on VHF and should present no particular problems. 

This is not a comparison of UHF with VHF on lower channels. 
This is a comparison of the entire VHF spectrum with the entire 
UHF spectrum and an engineering statement tendered to the Con- 
gress and the industry that UHF is just as good as VHF for color. 
In fact, I will tell you that it is better for color than VHF and the 
tests do show that because of the freedom of the difficulties from por- 
tions of the multipath that results from degradation makes it better 
for color. 

UHF has its place in color and that was established, not by one 
engineer but by all the engineers in the industry. 

With regard to other of these basic engineering facts, I would like 
to refer to the testimony of Mr. Cullom particularly, beginning on 
page 1083, and in his testimony Mr. Cullom makes a comparison in 
which he indicates that the Commission did not sufficiently allow dis- 
crimination between low VHF, high VHF, and UHF and that the 
present 1,000-kilowatt standard will not permit UHF to adequately 
serve the territory which the Commission assigned to each UHF sta- 
tion and which could be used by each UHF station, but statistics are 
remarkable things, even engineering statistics, and Mr. Cullom’s com- 
parisons on page 1084 of the transcript is of channel 2 as compared 
with channel 13. Then he takes channel 14 on UHF and compares it 
to channel 83. Thereby he gets comparisons in which he purports 
to show that the relative area of channel 83 is only 26 percent of the 
relative service area of channel 2. 

But read that with his quoted statement above which is that this 
order was constructed in the light of the present-day receiver scien- 
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tifically. The VHF receivers have had all the time to develop, and 
th it was shown in the testimony and it has been remarkable in the 
elimination of noise and other things. The UHF receivers have 
shown a constant, definite improvement in all channel receivers, and 
there is no scientific reason why UHF should not attain the degree 
of proficiency and perhaps of superiority for reasons that are very 
technical over the VHF receivers. 

Had Mr. Cullom taken comparative receivers, the same in UHF 
ind VHF, he would have gotten different results. 

Furthermore, the fact remains that in nearby areas before attenu- 
ation of UHF is quite as severe, UHF with 1,000 kilowatts can give 
wider coverage than can VHF on the average for the channel. 

Furthermore, the Commission, in its report, as I have cited the 
paragraph of the memorandum ~_ is specifically paragraphs 197 
to 200 inclusive, states that UHF is fully utilizable throughout the 
entire United States and is a part of the Nation’s broadcasting system, 
and that was the reason that they supported it, the transfer to UHF 
and they considered it in all respects to be comparable to VHF. Then 
they went ahead with their conclusions which, unfortunately, em- 
braced intermixture. 

Mr. Cullom and others have inferred that UHF cannot serve the 
rural areas and VHF is superior for serving rural areas. It might 
e that we should have VHF in the rural areas and UHF in the big 
cities. In that event, I think you would find a rapid change from 
the network affiliations at the present time. 

I wanted to turn to the question of what you could do immediately 
and presently. I submit that there can be presented to you an ade- 
quate document to show that the Commission has plenty of authori ity 
to act at the present time, particularly with respect to getting major 
network programing to the UHF stations. I submit that the empirical 
test that there is no need for any more networks is to count from the 
top and you get the number they want—down below three. 

You were told that the networks space their allocations and base 
affiliations so that they do not interfere with the next location regard- 
less of the channel in which they desire an affiliate. 

That obviously implies that a very substantial number of people, 
as far as network programs are concerned, are going to get fringe 
reception. They have to get fringe reception because otherwise there 
sa degree of interference with some other adjacent city. 

[ submit to you that that, plus the fact that the programs have not 
been available to the third or fourth station, is the reason why it is 
difficult to remain in business today and if you can live through this 
transitional period and the regulations such as the Commission gives. 

My last word, standing on my feet, is that it fs a terrible ‘story 


about how free ente? rprise is being dest oyed and freedom of speech is 


being destroyed by any regulation of networks. Nobody had such 
sympathy for the licensee. What is the difference between control 
of communications in a network and then a licensee. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Rozerts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Commissioner Frieda 
Hennock. It is always a pleasure to get your words of wisdom. 
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STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER FRIEDA B. HENNOCK, MEMBER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman, I want to join in Mr. 
Roberts’ eloquent tribute to the late Senator Hunt. As you, yourself, 
stated, the Senate certainly felt that way in adjourning in his memory 
yesterday. I was very deeply affected by it. I am sure all of us 
were, especially when his viewpoints are so badly needed here. 

Senator Porrer. He w as very interested in this problem. 

Commissioner Hennock. Very much interested in this problem, and 
had a real grasp of it. I have a complete faith in the remaining 
Senators. I know each of you have worked hard and have grasped 
the true meaning of UHF and VHF to almost everyone’s surprise and 
to the unanimous applause of almost all of us. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 

Commissioner HENNOCK. To the departing woman Senator who 
will not be here next year and is not standing for reelection, I want 
you to know that you will be a great loss not only to the women of our 
country but to the entire Nation. I have never seen anybody come 
here on a temporary appointment who has so studiously worked on a 
problem in the interest of the country. 

I want you to know that it has been a real pleasure for me, who has 
studied so hard and worked so hard to understand the little I under- 
stand about communications, to see how much you have grasped in the 
short time you have been with us. 

Mrs. Bowrtne. Thank you. 

Commissioner Hennock. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com- 
mittee; I want to thank you for this opportunity to appear here 
again. 

Colonel Roberts addressed himself to Mr. Cullom’s testimony with 
his expert knowledge of engineering. I thought he did a splendid 
job. 

Mr. Pierson did a very splendid job and a very difficult job. 

I am referring my testimony to anybody to whom it applies, who- 
ever the remarks fit, take them in good stead. I have pulled no 
punches whatsoever. 

Senator Potter, you were absolutely right when you stated that 
these hearings were more important than the other far more pub- 
licized hearings i in which you were a key member. The other hear- 
ings were on television, while these hear ings are television itself and 
its entire future. Less than 2 years after the lifting of the freeze and 
only 9 years after the FM fiasco, we are up against another critical 
crisis, this time involving 85 percent of all television. 

The record of these hearings is replete with evidence of the cruel 
fate that befell those UHF broadcasters who were attempting to 
bring a new television service to the people of this country with back- 
breaking energy and against insurmountable odds. The pattern may 
be not altogether accidental. For this pattern was successfully tested 
and established in the struggle of FM. 

Not in my memory have there been more effective hearings in so 
short a time as these. Never any hearings that compiled so much 
evidence to complete a picture as “complicated and important as this 
one. Although these hearings may determine the future of the most 
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important medium of mass communications, they have received very 
little mention in the general press. 

The prophets of gloom and doom are at work again in the trade 
press. Some questions have been raised, they admit, and it has been 
orudgingly acknowledged that there is a problem in UHF. But, after 
all, the “y say, it is foolish to think that the Senate will bother to at- 
tempt to solve so complicated and technical a problem at this stage of 
the legislative session. 

[ am sure that these prophets will be proved wrong again, just as 
they were when they predicted that not a single channel would be 
reserved for educational television. 

The long history of fine public service of this committee is well 
known. Its great leaders—Senator White, Senator Ed Johnson, Sen- 
ator Bricker—and the members of this subcommittee who, in the course 
of these hearings, have demonstrated, through their skillful ques- 
tioning, great understanding of the problem, are not fazed by the 
technical “phrases and mien of an art whose basic problems are eco- 
— and social. 

s far back as 1938, by mere resolution, this committee did away 
Ww th superpower AM stations, and but a few months ago, again by 
resolution, you were able to prevent the adoption of broade: ast license 
fees, Only last year you made a major contribution to the cause of 
education when you gave your wholehearted backing to the coura- 
veous action of the Federal Communications Commission which re- 
served over 240 channels for noncommercial educational television. 

There is, therefore, every reason to be confident that you will meet 
the challenge of UHF with resolute action as you met similar crises in 
the past. 

As I listened here to the testimony unfold, the ill-fated story of FM 
seemed to be reenacted. 

FM, like UHF, started as a service after a freeze. The freeze 
which preceded FM licensing was occasioned by the second World 
War, and lasted almost 4 years. 

I think it was more than 4 years. It was about 5 years. 

The television freeze lasted just about as long. The dramatis per- 
sonae are similar, and the similarity is not, perhaps, purely coinci- 
dental. Here are the clues: When the war freeze on aural broadcast li- 
censing was lifted, there was a great cry for bringing radio service to 

ie public. Apparently at that time radio service was synonymous 
with AM. When the television freeze was lifted, there was a similar 
cry for bringing television service to the public. This time television 
service synonymous with VHF. 

1. both cases, two new services were awaiting a chance to get going 

a new spectrum space, whose virtues were proclaimed far and wide. 
In the case of FM it was generally assumed it would become the future 
home of aural broadcasting; and in the case of UHF, it involved 85 
percent of all television. 

Be. the way, Mr. Chairman, it was 314 years before the conclusion 

as arrived at as to who to distribute these 85 percent of UHF, includ- 
ng VHF,to. Why should not the people believe it was to be the whole 
of all television. But in both cases, new expediting procedures favor- 
able to the old service were devised. And that includes FM. They 
did the same thing. 
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In AM, the favored device was “drop-ins” of new AM stations, made 
possible by the ingenuity of the engineering profession in devising 
directional antennas. In television, the favored devices became mer- 
gers and “drop-outs” thanks to the ingenuity of the legal profession. 
That is why I said Mr. Pierson had a very diffic ult job. 

Through quick processing and by “drop-ins”, there were more 
than 1,000 new AM stations licensed in the 2- -year period after the FM 
spectrum space was opened up for licensing. This figure exceeded the 
total number of AM stations licensed since the inception of the me- 
dium in 1912. And I want to interpolate, needed development and 
encouragement. Instead of that, there was a rush to license FM. It 
exceeded the total number of AM licenses since the inception of the 
AM media in 1912. And in 2 short years they licensed 1,000 new 
ones while they were trying to get FM started. 

Lest there be a misimpression that there was a dearth of interest 
in FM, I hasten to add that there were plenty of applicants for FM 
stations. As a matter of fact, I will come to these paper applications, 
that Mr. Heffernan spoke about, in a few minutes. 

As a matter of fact, the interest was so great that the commission 
during the same 2-year period licensed 769 FM stations. Similarly, 
there hi is been no lack of interest in UHF. Three hundred and fifty 
applicants have applied for authorizations to build UHF television 
Stations in a medium that is much more expensive than radio and 
must therefore, move more slowly. 

I found out that there were 420 applications in VHF and no more. 
Up to this very minute, you see that there have been no more than 
that so you can see that there is plenty of interest in UHF. And, 
believe me, in order to get the construction permits in UHF or V HF 
you have got to get a lawyer or an engineer and I would like to know 
what makes those construction permits just paper permits. Maybe 
the networks can answer that. 

Three hundred and ten of these applicants obtained construction 
permits. There are, today, 127 left on the air. 

The clues are the same with respect to receivers. In a four-year 
period, from 1946 to March 31, 1950, there were only 179,000 FM sets 
produced. Faulty and expensive they were indeed. During the same 
period there were 4,600,000 AM-FM sets made. But the production 
of AM-only sets was a remarkable 46,655,000 during that period. 

The retail cost of many AM receivers was $15 or less, while the FM 
sets to this day are many times more expensive. Perhaps you know 
why Professor Armstrong is in his grave at an early age. He in- 
vented FM. 

Thus, FM was confronted with virtually the same insoluble set 
problem in a fast-growing AM world that UHF encountered in the 
VHF world. Out of some 16 million new television sets sold in the 
less than 2 years since the TV freeze was lifted, only 214 million are 
UHF, and I submit, Mr. Chairman, that is an optimistic figure. I 
don’t know the correct figure, in many cases inefficient. 

In addition, 15 million VHF sets were acquired by the public before 
the freeze was lifted, more than 14 million of those during the freeze 
itself. 

Like UHF stations, tle FM stations as a class have not been success- 
ful in obtaining network programing and the advertising revenues that 
go with it. Nine years after the aural freeze was lifted, there are, as 
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far as I know, no FM-only stations that are affiliates of a network. 
And, Mr. Chairman, I want to say here I am not quite sure about one 
station which may have network programs in all of FM but nobody is 
sure. He gets some kind of programing from CBS. 

Senator Porrer. Did they when they started out? 

Commissioner Hennock. Why, of course not. That is my point. 

The term “FM only” is used to denote the 60 FM stations that are 
operated as an independent broadcast service, as distinguished from 
the approximately 540 FM stations that are used solely to duplicate 

» AM stations’ programing, for which they receive no network ad- 
rtising revenue. Again, l want tostop fora moment. They always 
ay there are over 600 FM stations. Five hundred and forty are sim- 
ply duplicating the programing of AM stations. They are used as 
little auxiliaries. 

This record is replete with evidence as to the small amount of pro- 

am service rendered to the existing UHF stations and the niggardly 
instalen dollars doled out. to UHF broadcasters by the networks. 
fhe term “network affiliate” as applied to most UHF stations is a 

am and a farce. Just look at the figures they get from them in 
advertising. 

Last but not least, FM, like CHF, was a victim of intermixture and, 
needless to say, was caught in the same vicious circle—no sets because 

o programs, because no advertising, because no sets. 

[ will not repeat the various solutions for the UHF problem that 
have been recommended during the course of these hearings. And by 
the way, Mr. Chairm: m, I,asa Commissioner, consider every licensee's 
financial and economic problems my own and, if I can help them, I 

m here to do so. 

I would like, however, to say, lest it be misunderstood, that these 

remedies are intended not only to come to the rescue of those UHF 

ermittees who, as individuals or isolated operators, have suffered 
financial losses, but also to save a television system whose nationwide 
ompetitive character admittedly depends on the use of UHF. 

Every witness has admitted that. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly that we are talking here about pre- 
erving the very essence of our tr: aditional business economy ; an econ- 
omy in which the growth of an industry is governed by normal com- 

etitive forces instead of being artificially restricted. 

| would like briefly to comment on some of the contentions that have 

n advanced against the recommendations made in behalf of DHF. 

You have heard testimony to the effect that UHF is merely going 

rough growing pains which are no different from those the early 
VHF operators experie nced. 

oh. re is no comparison; the perfect analogy is FM, which I have 
ilready described. 

True, the first VHF operators were pioneers. But they also had a 
fair opportunity to pioneer. They had a chance to get network pro- 

rams; their construction permits were repeatedly extended until 
they were ready to get on the air; sets were being rapidly manufac- 

ired and improved; and for 314 years, while the freeze was in effect, 
iey were sheltered from competition. 

The UHF operators, who are also pioneers of a service in a new 

ortion of the spectrum, not only have none of esti advantages, but 


48550—54———-68 





1064 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


also have to overcome such obstacles as VHF quickie grants, mergers, 
and dropouts. And this is not a small obstacles, considering the in- 
ordinately large number of such VHF grants. You merely have to 
look at the number of them to see how many were “quickies” and 
mergers and “dropouts.” 

It has been said here that these UHF operators are not pioneers, 
but gamblers. 

Senator Bowrtnc. W hy would they be gamblers in UHF if they 
not gamblers in VHF ? 

Commissioner Hennock. That is a very good question and I am 
just going to get the answer to that one. 

In reply, suffice it to say that by definition a gambler has the very 
thing UHF stations are pleading for in this hearing—a chance to 
win, which the "y have not got. That is why they are ‘gamblers: that 
is the answer. In other words, these are no longer gamblers. They 
are pioneers. 

Suppose they gt a VFH station in a big city, Mr. Henley, Mr. 
Russell, Dr. Stanton. They are not gamblers any more. All they 

want is the gambler’s chance to win. 

The UHF problems will not be solved by attaching labels. The 
fact is that when the early venturers in the VHF field decided to enter 
television, they performed a commendable public service. The UHF 
operators, who decided to cast their lot in the further development 
and betterment of television service, deserve the same commendation 
and recognition. In each case, those who entered the field obviously 
hoped for a successful business venture, and the problem here is 
simply to make it possible for the enlightened business aspirations of 
the UHF operators to result in providing better television service to 
the American people. 

It has been stated here that there is no evidence of the existence or 
likelihood of monopolistic control over TV program sources and ad- 
vertising revenue. Let me say this: You heard Dr. Du Mont testify 
that his network cannot survive without a healthy UHF, and that there 
was doubt whether a weak third network could exist. Suppose two 
networks should constitute virtually the sole source of popular pro- 
grams, so that the life or death of a television station would depend 
on the nod of one or the other of these two networks, and, in fact, 
they and not the Commission would determine the number and loca- 
tion of television stations, would this be evidence of free competition 
or monopoly ? 

I will make one concession; under such circumstances, if two 
networks were to dominate the field, the more proper term would 
be duopoly. But, whatever the name, the result is the same—no com- 
petition. Of those who seek enlightment as to the meaning of 
monopoly. 

I was referred to as a lawyer and a commissioner and perhaps I am 
not a great economist. 

I ask whether, in the public domain of television communication, 
the control of 85 percent of all TV network advertising revenue by 
two networks is evidence of healthy economic base for the industry. 

You have been warned that a move of all television service into 
the UHF band is a drastic step which would cause terrible disloca 
tion to the industry and public alike. Let us see whether this is 
really so. 
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At the outset, let it be understood that nobody has proposed to 
accomplish this shift overnight. All proponents of the shift agree 
that an amortization period must be provided. I believe that 5 years 
would be all that is needed. The average cost to a VHF station of 
cuch a change would be approximately $100,000. This would pay 
for the changes in the transmitter and the radiating portion of the 
intenna. No other equipment changes are involved. 

Sometimes it does not need any studies or anything else new except 
for transmitters to tune into another channel. 

This surely is not an unreasonable expense considering the healthy 
financial state of the VHF broadcasters, and the rapid rate at which 
they amortize the investment in the physical pli int. In other words, an 
expenditure of $25 million over a period of 5 years by 250 VHF sta- 
tions which earned $74 million net last year, and whose profits are 
bound to increase—that means $5 million a year by these 250 VHF’s— 
especially for the 140 of them which are new stations, should not be 
cause for legitimate complaint by licensees privileged to use this great 
medium. 

I might say that they only get a 3-year license to use these channels. 
[hey never have a vested interest under the terms of the Federal 
Communications Act. 

When you asked Mr. Pierson what is the right of that little ham- 
burger stand on the main road when we decide to move that stand over 
to the other side of the road, you should have added, provided he only 
had a 3-year interest in that place and had no vested interest. 

As for the 30 million set holders, I would rather entrust their fate 
to you, Senators, than to those who have suddenly become the trustees 
of the public’s investment in television, and who at the same time deny 
programing to 85 percent of TV channels. A shift to UHF after a 
stated period of years would not have a serious adverse effect on them ; 
I mean on these 30 million sets. 

The life expectancy of a television set is calculated as not more than 

to 6 years. And, by the way, I was amazed that they do not want 
to get color to UHF when they have only 5,000 sets in the hands of 

he public, according to Mr. Heffernan. They don’t want to give even 
that to UHF and they say that it will delay it. If, during that period, 
olor TV makes headway, this in itself would to a large extent obsolete 
the monochrome sets. 

In any event, I hope they do, because it is a great improvement. 

In any event, the Commission’s present allocation plan, in which 

percent of all television channels are in the UHF, contemplates 
that the public would make an investment in sets capable of receiving 
UHF signals. Asa matter of fact, that is the only reason why I voted 
for intermixture, the vote for which I apologized very profuse sly. 

Is it unreasonable, therefore, to expect the public, after it has re- 
ceived several years of service from a VHF set, to buy a UHF set or 
to invest in a converter at the reduced price 5 years hence? You know 
how quickly these price reductions, especially mass production, come 

about, and these people are geniuses of mass production. 

Surely this is not too high a price to pay for a nationwide television 
service with the variety of programs resulting from an increased num- 
ber of stations. The mere announcement that the future home of 
television in 5 years will be in the UHF band will be an incentive for 
manufacturers to make, and for the public to buy, all-channel sets. 





1066 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


This, in itself, would, during the 5-year transition period, place some 
25 million to 30 million UHF sets in the hands of the viewers and, 
thus, gradually build a mass audience for UHF. 

In speaking to a well-known manufacturer of television sets within 
the last few days, I was advised by him that he would es on the mar- 
ket this week a VHF set retailing for as low as $129.50—for a 17-inch 
set. I asked what would be the cost of an all-channel receiver of the 
same size, and was told that if the excise tax on all-channel receivers 
were removed, this manufacturer could immediately provide such a set 
for the same price—$129.50 in American money, and retail at that. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say something more. The question of the 
price of the antenna has arisen and I immediately telephoned the 

same manufacturer this morning. After 2 hours of diffic ulty in reach- 
ing him at a convention, I said to him, “What about the cost of an- 
tennas for UHF’s?” 

Of course, you need separate antennas, as you know. 

He said, “Well, that is included. I will make and give them that 
$129.50 set with UHF and VHF antennas included, provided the ex- 
cise tax is removed. There is no question about that antenna at all.” 

By the way, I want to point out that in certain VHF sets today, 
the lower VHF channels and the higher VHF channels need separate 
antennas but the ingenuity of this industry, and I like to give the 
devils their due, is so great that they have mastered that completely 
and they have those antennas in the sets today for the lower and upper 
VHF channels and he said I have seen it already inserted for the 
UHF. I thought you would be glad to hear this. 

You have also been told about allocation difficulties that would 
exist in carrying out any shift from VHF to UHF. These difficulties 
are greatly exaggerated. Engineering talent to verify the feasibility 
of each reallocation is readily. available to this committee. I suggest 
that some of our greatest engineers—while we are claiming our share 
and I think we have some wonderful ones in the Commission—would 
be available to you “ I suggest that you check with the engineers 
in the Army and the Navy ‘and other engineers. They know more 
about UHFand VHF and I would be interested in your getting their 
disinterested views and asking them what they think about UHF for 
complete nationwide service. 

I am sure the Commission itself can supply all the technical data 
that is needed, and that will provide full substantiation for the con- 
tention that UHF can provide an adequate nationwide TV service. 

There was a tendency in the testimony of the VHF operators to 
detract from the per formance of UHF. Those who would have you 
believe that UHF signal cannot reach far out are doing you and UHF 
a great injustice. Engineeringwise, such views are without founda- 
tion. You heard Dr. Hunter’s testimony that his signal at Michigan 
State was received 60 miles away with its present antenna and er 
mitter. I found it very amusing because he said it was received as far 
as Ann Arbor. You know what that meant—the University of 
Michigan. 

Senator Porrrer. Yes, and I bet they did not tune in on him. 

Commissioner HenNock. And only recently RCA has announced 
the development of an antenna that is capable of a gain of between 
40 and 50, which means that commercially available 12-kilowatt UHF 
transmitters will provide 500 kilowatts of radiated power. 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 1067 


And today there are plenty of them in the hands of these UHF 
operators. We only allow the stations to go to 1,000 kilowatts of 
radiated power to make the UHF and already this antenna will take 
a mere 12-kilowatt transmitter and build the signal out that far. That 
s one of the most amazing developments and only recently they, 
hemselves, announced it, 

De-intermixture has been suggested here as a remedy for the ills 
of the UHF. It will not do. For the problem is not city intermixture, 
but area intermixture. And de-intermixture will not eliminate the 
latter. Let me illustrate. 

If city A and city B each presently have both VHF and UHF 
hannels, and intermixture is eliminated in both cities, the problems 
‘f intermixture are eliminated in the immediate vicinity of each city. 
But if city A is exclusively VHF and city B is exclusively UHF, a 
large percentage of the viewers between city A and city B will still 
have the problem because they will be receiving city A and city B 
both. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about the obsolescence of the 
ets in each of these areas. If you were suddenly to switch the city 
if Washington to UHF from VHF, then what would happen to all the 
sets around this city? I don’t know what would happen and by the 
time they concluded these studies on a city-by-city basis and a case-by- 

e basis, as is mapretet and I don’t know if you have any children 
or grandchildren, but I don’t think that they in their lifetime would 
comp ylete that process. 

It is ironic indeed that in this hearing, which is concerned with 

serving a nationwide competitive television service, the proposal 

io raise the limit on the maximum permissible ownership of TV sta- 

tions should be endorsed. The adoption of this proposal would, of 

uurse, do nothing to help UHF. It would only increase further the 
power of multiple owners. 

[It would be small comfort to a UHF operator unable to obtain net- 
work programs to know that the same network owns additional DHF 
tations, undoubtedly located in the best UHF markets. Recently, 
one of the networks acquired a UHF station in a major city for $1. 
That was in Kansas City. 

But, unfortunately, it was in a three-VHF-station market and it 
had to shut the station down. In other words, if you gave it to them 
in bad markets, they will drop them. Give them some more good 

HF’s and take it away from the few good UHF’s that are around. 

Covetous eyes have been cast on the VHF channels reserved for 
educational TV. I am confident that this committee will give short 
shrift to those who have been ungracious enough to attempt to use 
its forum to destroy educational television. I want to remind those 
who would place their selfish interests above the rights of the people of 
the late Senator Tobey’s proposed 11th commandment: Thou shalt 
not covet. thy neighbor’s educational television channel. 

For cooperative use of one educational channel in any one given city 
on a completely noncommercial basis, all segments of education must 
organize, acquire public funds, and mold together a new school sys- 
tem of the air. 

By the way, Mr. enon in Detroit the Detroit public schools, 
Father Steiner of the Catholic schools, and the Protestant schools, 
have been working together for 2 years. 
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Senator Porrer. And they are doing an excellent job. 

Commissioner Hennock. Yes, and you know how long it takes 
them to get together through the use of cooperative meetings. They 
are doing it beautifully today. 

Nevertheless, today there are any number of major cities which 
have taken steps to build educational television stations. To expect 
education to move faster than it has, to spend money in the public in- 
terest to develop this medium for its use as a nationwide school sys- 
tem of the air, is to negate the very necessity for a reservation—to 
give educators time which they so ‘badly needed to get this system 
started. 

There is testimony in the record which shows that if UHF dies, 
15 States some of them the most populous, will be without educational 
reservations. 

You remember Mr. Cohn of Pennsylvania, who produced that very 
fine exhibit. 

In conclusion, there are the measures that can and should be taken 
at once. I need not tell you what that will do on a natonwide basis 
to educational stations. It will cut the heart out of it. 

1. Stop all mergers, dropouts and dropins. 

2. Make network programs available to UHF stations. 

Reinstate the canceled construction permits of those UHF per- 
witht who had previously requested that they be extended. 

4. Increase the coverage of UHF stations by means of boosters. 

I was surprised to see ‘that the VHF still want to increase their cov- 
erage. You remember the graphic exhibit that some of them used 
showing coverage of not only counties but many States. 

Announce a program of moving television into UHF, to be com- 
plete at the expiration of 5 years, and institute an appropriate allo- 
‘ation proceeding at once. 

I referred to many other measures in my first statement when I ap- 
peared here. 

I have absolute faith that this committee will not permit UHF to 
share the fate of FM, with the terrific consequences to television as a 
nationwide competitive service that will go with it. 

I might say here that this medium is the synthesis of all the mass 
media of communications. It is a combination of radio, newspaper, 
movies, magazines. It is greater than all of them or any of them. 

The public acceptance has been so great, Mr. Chairman, that despite 
the fact that during the freeze we moved television to UHF and 
changed our standards to accommodate a color system, the public 
bought 15 million sets to tune in these 108 stations. 

What does the public expect now, just a little monopoly, or does it 
expect to use all the channels that I suggest? I think this medium is 
greater than any of us realize and certainly has the dynamics beyond 
almost conception. Even the industry itself never realized how im- 
portant television was. Many of them even today did not go into as 
many VHF stations as they could have and they were the smartest 11 
the business. 

There should be a Senate resolution urging the immediate attain 
ment of these objectives. In addition, insofar as any of these sug 
gestions are proper subjects for legislation, this committee should take 
steps to introduce appropriate bills as quickly as possible. 
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I have various bills in mind, such as not allowing in interstate com- 
nerce any sets that are not all-channel sets. There may be some con- 
titutional questions raised, but I think we could iron those out and I 
hink the courts would sustain us. 

[ am in favor of the Johnson bill and I think the Bricker bill is good. 

The pattern of FM is apparently being repeated. Witnesses before 
\is body have testified that we should be war y and take time to con- 

sider all the possibilities. 

I am amazed at Mr. Heffernan’s statement where he says: 

We believe, also, that, before concluding to make such a study, everyone 
concerned should give careful thought to the effect the very institution of the 
study might have on UHF itself. 

But that is even before you think about thinking about a study. 
Take your time now. Don’t be hasty. 

Under ordinary circumstances I would be the first to agree that we 
should not make h: asty decisions on matters such as these. However, 
t is clear, in view of the testimony which this committee has heard, 
that things have reached a stage where, if a solution requires a year 

work out, it is no solution at all. You have heard that within 60 
iys 40 UHF stations are likely to go off the air. The impact on the 
est, if this takes place, I need not tell you. Every day’s delay helps 
» weaken UHF beyond the point where recovery is possible. 

But there is no need for any delay. The testimony is before you. 
t shows conclusively that action is needed now. A few deft strokes 

this committee are all that is needed. The enactment of the John- 
on bill to remove excise tax on all UHF sets, which I wholeheartedly 

—— cannot alone do the whole job. This committee must move 

iftly in several directions, not the least of which are network pro- 
vram availability and adve rtising. Also, an announcement should 
be forthcoming that the applicants now in competitive hearings for 
VHF channels would be subject to change to UHF. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to incor- 
orate in the record the statement on UHF I made recently before the 

\ (RTB convention in Chicago. 

Senator Porrer. We will be happy to have it. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER F'rRIEDA B. HeENNocCK, FCC PANEL aT THE NARTB 
CONVENTION, CHICAGO, ILtL., May 27, 1954 


You have gathered here to take stock of your accomplishments and to discuss 
your problems as broadcasters. You can be justly proud of the nationwide radio 
service you have built. You have given this nation some 2600 AM stations 
providing hundreds of communities with local means of expression. You now 

ce the challenge of creating a nationwide television service. This is a challenge 
worthy of a great and free broadcasting industry. 

Your convention was preceded and will be followed by the fateful hearings 
before Senator Potter’s subcommittee. These hearings will decide whether 
UHF will live or die. If the UHF lives, a nationwide competitive television 
ervice will flourish; if it dies, competition in television will die with it and 
this powerful medium will wither into a rigid pattern of monopoly. 

In my statement before the subcommittee, I made five specific recommendations 

help save UHF. While I continue to believe that their adoption would 
alleviate UHF’s plight, I am now firmly convinced that only the eventual move 
of the TV-service into the UHF band can save the patient. 

It was the testimony of the UHF broadcasters that caused the crystallization 
of this conviction. They brought forth not only the urgency of their immediate 
problems, but also the realization that palliatives will no longer suffice; that 


‘ 
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nothing short of drastic action, with long range objectives, will do. And the 
long range objective is now, as it always has been, a nationwide competitive 
television service. 

Plans to move television into UHF should be made now, so that there would 
be a minimum of delay in taking the steps necessary to accomplish it. This 
does not mean, however, that the actual shift should be made now. On the 
contrary, a reasonable period, 5 or even 10 years, if necessary, must be allowed 
to amortize the broadcasters’ and the public’s investment in VHF. By setting 
our sights on this goal we must not overlook any interim measures that would 
help the existing UHF operators whose difficulties were so dramatically laid 
before the country last week. I cannot emphasize enough the importance of the 
Johnson bill to remove the excise tax from UHF sets. Also the FCC should 
do everything in its power under the Communications Act immediately to bring 
network programming to the existing 127 UHF stations on an equitable and 
competitive basis. Otherwise we will have the same vicious cycle—no sets 
because no programs, because no advertising, because no sets, 

The Commission has long recognized that the 12 VHF channels are woefully 
inadequate to provide a healthy nationwide competitive television service for the 
people of the United States. During the 1948-52 freeze, we in the Commission 
and you in the industry devoted most intensive efforts to the problem of pro- 
viding for an expanded television service. ‘Che resuit was the decision to utilize 
the entire portion of the ultra-high-frequency band which had been set aside for 
television broadcasting to achieve that end. So the freeze was lifted, and we all 
hoped that UHF television would develop to achieve its necessary place in 
American television broadcasting. 

Although this was our hope, the methods we used to bring quick television 
service to the people of the United States achieved just the opposite result. It 
has now become painfully apparent that to continue on the course we embarked 
on when the freeze was lifted will result in a television service limited to the 
same 12 VHF channels that have been considered inadequate for a nationwide 
service, 

As far back as 1945 the Commission anticipated that eventually the UHF 
band would become the home of television. Three years later we imposed a freeze 
during which we devised an 82-channel VHF-UHF allocation plan. How can 
we possibly in 1954 be content with what will simmer down to a 12-channel 
service if UHF is not saved? Will the public which has so enthusiastically re- 
sponded to television accept such restrictions on this powerful means of expres- 
sion? Will it accept a few hundred stations where it could have 2,000? Will 
you as independent broadcasters accept it? Of course not! This country is too 
hig, its needs and interests, both economic and cultural, are too diverse to be 
satisfied with a-television service from some 200 large VHF stations in the first 
hundred major city markets, and with no opportunity for local means of expres- 
sion in the countless hundreds of smaller markets and communities. 

The question has been raised as to whether or not the 70 available UHF 
channels can technically provide for a nationwide television service. I have no 
doubt that they can. Roughly the loss of the 12 VHF channels would repre- 
sent a 14 percent reduction of the total assignments. The over 2,000 allocations 
that we have made today do not represent the complete saturation expected in 
limited metropolitan areas, so that there is room for more channel allocations. 
Furthermore, a great many are mere paper allocations made to sparsely settled 
areas which will not be used in the foreseeable future. Many of these allocations 
could be shifted to fill pressing needs. So, even in the densely populated north- 
east section of the country, UHF channels could be found to replace the existing 
assignments. 

I admit that if we could have a nationwide television service in the 70 UHF 
and the 12 VHF channels, that would be fine. But the way things have developed 
since the Commission resumed the licensing of TV stations in July 1952—the 
way VHF has been permitted to smother UHF—you and I know that this is 
no longer possible. Where the choice is between 70 channels or 12 channels, who 
could argue in favor of 12? You have 107 channels in AM, why should you be 
satisfied with 12 in TV—-a medium so much more powerful than radio? 

The only course open now is the severe and drastic action of moving all 
television into the UHF band. The sooner the necessity for this action is 
recognized by ail concerned the easier it will be to accomplish. The longer we 
wait the more dislocation such a move will cause. For I am convinced that 
ultimately the need for this move will become apparent to all of us. 

So why not start immediately? In order to implement a complete UHF tele- 
vision plan, the Commission would have to draft a nationwide allocation table 
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which would provide sufficient service throughout the country and, at the same 
time find, if necessary, substitute assignments for VHF licensees and possibly 
some UHF licensees. This new allocation table could be put into effect in a 
omparatively short time, providing we get the necessary cooperation from the 
\dustry. In the meantime, of course, no additional assignments would be 
iade on any TV channels. After the new table of allocations is in effect, there 
ould come the job of assigning channels to existing licensees in exchange for 
se that they have and then the determination as to the details of transition. 
Every possible measure should be taken to make sure that VHF stations are 
ot unduly harmed during the transition period and that they are treated 
Appropriate provisions should be made for amortization of VHF 
juipment in the hands of the industry and the public. The period and allow- 
nees for amortization would have to be reconciled with the objective of shift- 
ing over to UHF with the least disturbance and upheaval to existing licensees 
and the 27 million VHF set holders. This orderly transition with proper safe- 
uards should be the prime interest and concern of the Commission. With the 
cooperation of the existing licensees and the entire industry, I am sure that this 
would be accomplished. 
That this action must be taken is the conclusion which I have drawn from the 
oomy picture that was so vividly and forcefully presented last week to the 
Senate committee, the Commission, the broadcasting industry, and the people 
of the United States. 


Commissioner Hennock. Thank you for your patience and courtesy. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from Mr. Ted Pierson, representing the VHF 
group. 


REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF TED PIERSON, REPRESENTING THE 
VHF GROUP 


Mr. Prerson. Mr, Chairman, on the calendar distributed this morn- 
ing, the 80 minutes’ time for VHF which was assigned for our group 


was put opposite my name and I think it would be a little presump- 
tuous for me to use all of it, because I think there have been appear- 
ances by some people who had some disagreement with the UHF 
proposals. 

I suggest, if I may, that the three networks are now represented. I 
am not informed as to whether they desire any time. 

Senator Porrer. You don’t know? We have had no request from 
the networks for any time. 

Mr. Pierson. I am suggesting it be charged to my time if they do 
desire time. 

Senator Porrer. Yes; you would have to give them the time. I 
might ask now, Is there anyone here from the networks who would 
like to utilize some of Mr. Pierson’s time ? 

Mr. Herrernan. I would like to use 1 minute if I could, and 
should not necessarily be charged against Mr. Pierson. 

Senator Porrer. We have tried to split up the time as best we 
could between the two groups. Would you like, at the conclusion of 
Mr. Pierson’s statement, to present your statement ? 

Mr. Herrernan. Anything you like. 

Mr. Pierson. I think he might go ahead and, if it runs over 1 
minute, charge it to me. 

Mr. Herrernan. I believe Commissioner Hennock may have mis- 
interpreted the reason we made and the reference we gave to a study. 
We have in mind such points as this. We are now engaged—I think 
almost all of us—in the hope that some means can be found to build 

ill-channel receivers. 
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Now, when we consider the wisdom of eliminating intermixture, 
we should have in mind that if we embark on that and that becomes 
the official action of the Commission, the inducement to manufacturers 
to make all-channel receivers may be lost because, presumably, out of 
that study will come some markets that are all UHF and some that are 
all VHF. I am suggesting that there are considerations that should 
be weighed pro and con. 

I am not suggesting that there should be delay. 

Senator Porrer. All right, thank you, Mr. Heffernan. 

You may proceed, Mr. Pierson. 

Mr. Prerson. I perhaps should apologize that I created a discord- 
ant note in these proceedings. I think I might put our appearance 
and views somewhat in context. 

I believe that both VHF and UHF operators would agree with the 
statement that they generally make appearances before Government 
agencies and subcommittees of Congress when they have a personal 
interest in pending legislation or pending regulations. 

I think in this case that the UHF people were distressed at their 
losses and that, for this reason, it caused them to appear before this 
committee and state that person: al interest and, in addition, advance 
reasons in terms of public interest why relief should be given to them. 

They also made proposals. Those proposals, by and large—that 
is the first four I referred to in my analysis before the Commission 
the last time was the elimination of intermixture, the elimination of 
VHF, the freeze and the reduction in coverage area of VHF stations— 
all would vitally affect the private interests of the VHF people. 

I have no hesitation in saying that their decision to make an appear- 
ance resulted from these proposals that would cost them millions of 
dollars. I think we are entitled to state what that interest is. 

I agree completely, however, that to the extent that our views here 
with respect to their proposals cannot be determined solely on the basis 
of the public interest factors we should lose. 

As I said, I think, it is clear that if their proposals are not adopted, 
any one or all of them, some UHF people are going to lose money. If 
their proposals are adopted, some VHF people are going to lose 
money. 

I do not think it is possible for this committee to appraise the 
difference between them and I do not think it is important for this 
committee to do it. 

I do not apologize for the private interests that actuated the appear- 
ance of the VHF group. I do insist, however, that what we have 
attempted to do is to state our views on the basis of public interest. 

Now I am somewhat at a loss, after the rebuttal statements, to 
understand precisely the problem that is presented here by the U umd 
proposals. It was my understanding that UHF operators had : 
difficult time in competing and that one of the reasons for the difficulty 
was that they did not enjoy as much coverage as VHF stations. I 
was quite surprised to hear Mr. Roberts state ‘that they actually were 
better. I was quite surprised to hear Mr. Cottone insist at one time 
and the same time that intermixture cannot survive and yet UHF is 
as good or a better facility for serving the people. 

Mr.Roberts is a lawyer with a substantial engineering background, 
but he is hardly in a position to rebut Mr. Cullum. I personally don’t 
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“now whether Mr. Cullum’s testimony is correct or would be agreed to 
by all ores engineers or all engineers acquainted with the prob- 
lems. I do suggest that if there is any doubt on the part of this com- 
mittee as to the accuracy of the testimony of Mr. Cullum that they will 
best find that out, not by statements by me or Mr. Roberts, but, by con- 

ulting engineers who have the stature and the experience in the in- 
lustry that Mr. Cullum has. 

In that effort to consult them there is a question in my mind whether 

makes any difference. Because if the committee finally finds that 
UHF can supply as much coverage as VHF—in other words, if it is a 
fully competitive medium from a technical standpoint, then it seems 

o me there is no reason to be concerned about intermixture except on 
the question of set circulation. 

In other words, if they are equal then there is no inequality in the 
means that the Commission has furnished. There is inequality in 
terms of the time that they came in and their opportunity to date to 
vet set circulation. 

[f, on the other hand, this committee finds as a result of its consul- 
tation with engineers that you believe competent to advise you that 
here is a difference between the coverage potential of UHF and VHF, 
taking into consideration all the possible foreseeable developments of 
UHF, then I submit that our position that if you take away the supe- 
or medium you would tend to deprive people of coverage that they 
ow have and would tend to deprive many people in many areas of our 
ountry from coverage which they have not yet got but might get 
through VHF. So, perhaps in either case I should say that I believe 
that the finding of the engineers tends to defeat the proposals made 

here. 

Mr. Cottone made a remark about my principal desire here seemed 
to be to defend people in selling their stations for $8,500,000 and mak- 

g 300 percent, profit. 

In the first place, I know of no existing licensee in our group who 
sold his station for $8,500,000, or he would not still be a licensee so he 
would not be a member of this group. 

Secondly, if any of them have been involved in any such transac- 
tions, they paid $8,500,000, they did not get it. 

Also, I would like to point out there there are 33 applicants and 
there are 20 permittees that are included in the 135 interests that have 

upported the group presentation. Those people have not their first 
dot ar of income. All they have done is spend money for prosecution 

the application proceedings and the permittees have spent money in 
the attempt to build their stations. 

I would put them in the category of the UHF people. They are 

pending a lot of money. They have only hopes of making a profit. 

In addition to that, there are a number of VHF licensees—82 VHF 
licensees—that still have not turned in profits and I suspect that there 
ire many of them that have no prospects of selling their property for 
$8,500,000, or earning a 300 percent profit. 

It was alleged that I stated that Congress has no responsibility in 
this matter and I must confess that my suggestion was rather blunt. 
[ should have been more careful because it did not actually portray my 
feelings or the thoughts of the group. What I meant to say and now 
say is that it is very important for committees of Congress to keep 
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a close check on its administrative agencies and hearings such as this 
performing a very vital function in our whole system of Government. 

I think the hearings were desirable. I think they have done a lot 
of good. But I do believe this, that once you investigate the trustee- 
ship of a particular agency and find that it has handled a very diffi- 
cult problem in a particularly exemplary way, that you do justify 
further confidence in that commission or agency. 

I was suggesting that in these complex economic, technical, and 
social matters that it would be highly desirable, in my opinion, to ob- 
tain the further views of the Commission and the views of any other 
experts that you might desire before you attempt, on the basis of the 
record so far, to make a final disposition of the problems. 

Miss Hennock’s statement: While I would say its principal thrust 
was that there is an analog in the fate of FM that predicts the fate 
of UHF, I must respectfully disagree with this very charming lady, 
because I think the analog does not exist. The difference is this: 
At the time FM was adopted, there was not a paucity of channels 
in AM in this country in respect to a nationwide service. There were 
enough AM channels and frequencies to provide a service nationwide 
and there had been for a long period of time. 

I'M came into existence primarily because it offered superior fidelity 
in terms of reception and there were certain—and I am transgressing 
on engineering grounds now—but as I understand it, it was rela- 
tively noise-free as compared to AM. There is greater fidelity in 
transmitting and receiving sound which had its major effect obviously 
in the musical programs and the wide range that it would transmit 
and that was the principal advantage that FM had. 

It was not that people were not getting an aural radio service in 
many areas of our country that made it necessary. It was just that they 
could get a higher fidelity service out of FM than they could out of 
AM. 

I submit that that is not the status of UHF. As we testified before, 
and still state- UHF is needed to provide a nationwide service. Na- 
tionwide service is demanded by the public and I am satisfied that 
that demand is going to be met. 

Now, Miss Hennock referred to the late Major Armstrong. I hap- 
pen to recall that Major Armstrong very strenuously opposed the 
moving of FM operations from a lower band to a higher band and my 
recollection is that, until the day of his death, he assigned that move 
as the thing that destroyed FM. 

If we must use the FM analogy, if we must use Major Armstrong 
as an authority, i think he is a rather slender and slight authority 
here. 

Again, in Miss Hennock’s testimony, the problem of the hamburger 
stand was revived, I confess a very inept previous answer. I con- 
cede, Senator Bowring, that in the interim I have perhaps thought 
more about no other question than that which was put to me at the 
hearing concerning the hamburger stand. 

What seems to me to be a more perfect analogy would be in the case 
of the turnpikes where the State government outlines the right-of- 
way or where they may be established and then grants a permit to 
privately financed corporations to build the road, hamburger stands, 
and stations. That, it seems to me, is what the Federal Communica 
{ions Commission is doing. It has not built the roads, it just told 
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people where it can build these stands and the roads. It has also 
invited capital to come in and bid to offer to build the roads and the 
oil stations and the hamburger stands. 

I believe that if any State government attempted to say that 1 year 
after the turnpike was built with this fabulous investment, that it 
should be put someplace else, that there would be a considerable ques- 
tion as to whether the Government would not at least be morally 
liable and I would have sufficient confidence in their legal liability to 
take the case, the case of the people who made the private investment 
and built the road, the hamburger stands, and the oil stations. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to the report you had from 
the Commission about the life expectancy of television sets which was 
6 or 7 years. I have not seen the study but it seems to me that, since 
there were few up to the year 1947 that we have had very little time to 
determine what life expectancy was. 

Senator Porrrer. I would assume, also, that a lot of the turn-in of 
sets prior to that time was to get larger screens. I would imagine 
that the screen size has about stopped. I don’t know. 

Mr. Prrrson. I suspect so, or else we will have larger living rooms, 
but I think that during the course of this period of trading in of sets 
and junking of sets, it was inspired by the desire to get a larger set. 

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that that record fairly shows that many 
UHF operators are confronted with the problem of breaking the vi- 
cious circle of circulation, programs and revenue. 

I want to make clear that we believe it is important to the entire in- 
dustry that this circle be broken. We still believe that it can be 
broken by means that are consonant with our present methods of 
broadcasting. 

We believe that some remedies are contrary to that concept and have 
stated our reasons heretofore and I will not attempt to repeat them. 

We believe that the remedy of de-intermixture is a drastic one and 
one that we think would be of doubtful use even as a last resort. If 
given time, along with the help of Congress and the Commission and 
the industry does not defeat this problem, then perhaps de-intermix- 
ture must be seriously considered and perhaps even adopted. 

[ think its great injury upon the public requires that we exhaust 
other remedies first. 

In any event, I would think that a program of de-intermixture 
would require very careful study and research and, to that end, I sug- 
gest that the committee immediately refer the matter to the Federal 
Communications Commission for study and, in order that the commit- 
tee might have independent advice from experts, that the committee 
set up an ad hoc committee of experts, engineers, and those acquainted 
with the problem to make a study of the actual effect it would have 
in the various areas. 

There would seem to be two areas of action by Government that 
would better industry’s chances of breaking this vicious circle without 
such drastic remedies. 

We refer to the action that might be immediately taken by the Gov- 
ernment, first, in more distribution of UHF set; secondly, more tele- 
vision film programs. 

In the UHF set circulation problem, it seems to me that it is clear 
from the record that if a substantial number of UHF stations closed 
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down, it will tend critically to reduce UHF circulation so long as there 
are VHF only sets being sold. I do not think that the closing down 
of those stations would have that result if on the market there were 
only VHF UHF sets. 

Therefore, it would seem to me to be that one of the primary objec- 
tives should be to try in every manner possible that is legal and appro- 
priate to limit the circulation of VHF-only sets. 

One of the ways that has been suggeste d is lifting the excise tax. 

Another way is voluntary agreement between the manufacturers 
and the Government. 

Another way is a regulation of receiving sets that are involved in 
interstate commerce, which I assume would be all of them. 

We believe that the regulation of the manufacturing and distribu- 
tion of receiving sets, that is, their transportation in interstate com- 
merce, introduces a new field of governmental regulation and control 
that would have many great hazards and I believe requires much fur- 
ther study and, in any event, should only be used as a last resort, and 
only considered as a last resort. 

The lifting of the excise tax from the receiving equipment, both 
UHF and VHF, certainly, according to our information, would tend 
to drive VHF-only sets out of the market but we are practical enough 
to realize that there is no certainty that Congress will adopt this rem- 
edy, at least in this present session, and I agree that all that can be 
accomplished in driving the VHF sets off the shelves is desirable. 

I suppose we must say, in perfect frankness, that the lifting of the 
excise tax at this point is just a hoped-for remedy. 

It seems to me that voluntary agreement among manufacturers 
may provide a means by which this can be done but it has certain prob- 
lems that I am not sure are insurmountable. The television manufac- 
turers are subject to the antitrust laws, the Federal Trade Commission 
Act and the Congress saw fit to include such sections in the communi- 
cations act with respect to the requirement that they not enter into any 
agreements that would tend to restrain competition. 

I suspect, therefore, that if this committee or the commission at- 
tempts to call manufacturers into a conference for the purpose of all 
agreeing about this matter, that many of them will be highly con- 
cerned about possible law violations in which they would be involved 
as a result of the conferences or as a result of any agreements that 
resulted. 

I am not certain that the narrow scope of the agreement here would 
actually result in a violation of the antitrust laws, but it seems to me 
that the lack of certainty that there would be, would be what would 
create the concern. 

Senator Porrer. Bring about a fear in their minds? 

Mr. Pierson. It seems to me they should immediately consult the 
Attorney General and ask the Attorney General’s opinion on whether 
a conference or an agreement conducted along the lines that would 
be necessary to accomplish this purpose w ould be in violation of the 
antitrust laws. 

If the Attorney-General’s opinion should be that it is not, then I 
think this committee should make that finding and I think expression 
by the full committee would be desirable in guarding against future 
private suits or government suits. 
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Then I believe the way would be fairly open to do it and to hold 
the conference. 

If he holds otherwise, then it seems to me that the only hope to 
hold these conferences and the only chance for success would be 
legislation exempting such conferences and agreements from the 
application of the antitrust laws. 

This practice was followed with respect to a lot of the emergency 
legislation during the war years, in which price-fixing and standard- 
ization of products were involved. 

We have submitted to the committee a rather hastily drawn section, 
and whether it would be an amendment to the Communications Act or 
the antitrust laws or a bill or an amendment, is not yet certain. I am 
satisfied that something of that nature encourages and makes pos- 
sible the success of a conference. 

There is no pride of authorship and probably, on more careful 
study, it should be changed. 

I suggested earlier that we did discern a possible field for tax relief 
that would tend to increase the availability of film programs to the 
industry. I am confronted with the same problem that I was hereto- 
fore in that reference, and that is the lack of time to fully explore it. 

We have prepared a memorandum which attempts very briefly to 
state what has happened to some people in the industry and appeared 
to them to be a problem, a situation that tends to block to a substantial 
extent the flow of old and new film to television. 

I believe that to the extent that aid is possible through considera- 
tion of this type of tax inducement, it would tend to break in another 
part of this vicious circle. 


We have made no attempt to study and reconcile that proposal with 
the present governmental policies, but I do believe it offers a possi- 
bility. 

Senator Porrer. I would like to make this memorandum entitled, 
“Opportunities of Increasing Television Film Program Supply 
Through Tax Inducements,” a part of the record at this point. 


MEMORANDUM 


OPPORTUNITIES OF INCREASING TELEVISION F1LM PROGRAM SuprLy THrRouGH Tax 
INDUCEMENTS 


In many instances Congress has granted tax benefits to accelerate the growth 
of infant industries or for the purpose of inducing expansion of existing in- 
dustries where it found that the public interest would benefit as a result thereof. 

Thus, we are all familiar with the accelerated depreciation rates which were 
granted to emergency facilities during the war and more recently to the builders 
of grain-storage facilities. The granting of depletion allowances to induce 
exploration for oil and various minerals has also become a standard induce- 
ment in congressional tax planning. Similarly, suggestions that the excise tax 
be removed from television sets adaptable to receiving UHF for the purpose of 
inducing the production of such sets have been favorably received in this hear- 
ing. 

One of the more important sources of television is the filming of shows. This 
source of program is relatively in its infancy, and at the present time requires 
the taking of substantial financial risks by persons, such as established stars, 
writers, and producers, having no incentive to take such risks because of the 
tax inequities involved. It appears that much could be done to increase the 
quantity of film now available for television programs by the adoption of certain 
tax inducements. 
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Generally speaking, there are two sources of filmed programs currently avail- 
able to television: (1) the thousands of reels held in storage by the motion- 
picture companies, and (2) special filmed programs currently produced for tele- 
vision release 

To date, the television stations have not had too much success in obtaining the 
pictures held in storage by the motion-picture companies. The motion-picture 
producers owning such film have been slow to release it to television stations 
for several reasons. First, producers owning such film apparently fear reprisals 
from motion-picture exhibitors, and up to the present time have apparently felt 
that television would not be able to taek up any slack that might result if the 
motion-picture exhibitors were injured as a result of the release of the pictures 
to television, This resistance of the motion-picture producers to releasing film 
to television seems to be slowly breaking down and will perhaps be not too 
serious a problem in the near future. However, even where the motion-picture 
producers have indicated a willingness to release such film now held in storage 
for television use, the asking price is often so high as to make prohibitive its 
use by the average television station during its infancy. It is here that it appears 
that Congress might be in a position to do something that might reduce the 
price of such film as might be released by motion-picture producers through the 
granting of certain tax inducements to the owners thereof. 

As an illustration, while motion-picture producers are permitted to amortize 
the cost of production of films while they are being rented the same as if they 
were capital assets, upon the sale thereof the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
treats them as inventory; and the proceeds from any such sales, therefore, are 
ordinary income for tax purposes. As the bulk of film now held in storage by 
the motion-picture industry has been amortized to zero, every dollar that might 
now be received by a motion-picture producer from the sale of such films would 
be ordinary income. Thus, assuming that the majority of such films are held 
by corporations, 52 percent of every dollar received from the sale of films would 
be paid in Federal taxes. There is little doubt that in setting a price for films 
the motion-picture companies will take this tax factor into account, as they 
are interested primarily in after-tax dollars. We believe, therefore, that if 
the taxes were less on the sale of motion pictures now held in storage, the price 
the motion-picture company would charge for the films would also be less. The 
importance of this to the television industry is that it would have the effect of 
making the cost per picture less to the television station. 

The simplest way of making motion-picture film now held in storage available 
to television stations at a lower cost would be to permit the motion-picture com- 
panies to sell film now held by them to television stations at a capital-gain rate. 
This could be accomplished by amending the law so as to provide specifically 
that motion-picttre films previously released for theater exhibition could be 
treated as capital assets rather than inventory when sold for use in television. 
As there is an immediate need for filmed programs held in storage by the 
motion-picture companies, the term of any such tax amendment might well be 
limited to sales made within 1 or 2 years after the date of the enactment of any 
such amendment. Such a short term might tend to spur the motion-picture com- 
panies to sell some of the film product now held by them in the immediate 
future, which is the period of greatest need. 

Of course, the release of film now held in storage by the motion-picture com- 
panies for television programs would have to be supplemented and ultimately 
supplanted by new film produced primarily for television; and in the long run 
it is this latter source that will fill the greatest need. Up to the present time 
one of the greatest problems encountered in producing new television-film pro- 
crams is that it is difficult to induce competent and established stars, writers, 
and directors to enter into the new field because of their personal tax problems. 
As an illustration, the majority of the more capable motion-picture stars, di- 
rectors, and writers have such substantial incomes from producing theater 
motion pictures that they would keep less than 10 cents on the dollar from any 
additional income they might receive from participation in television-film pro- 
duction. The quality of film program necessary at the present time requires 
the services of the stars, writers, and directors who generally are in the highest 
of tax brackets, and, therefore, have no incentive to come to the aid of the 
television industry. 

There would appear to be some justification in establishing tax inducements 
for the stars, writers, and directors who would engage immediately in the pro- 
duction of television films in order to eliminate one of the most serious problems 
confronting the infant television industry. It would not be necessary that such 
tax inducements be permanent, but they could be granted for a period of 
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everal years until television stations as a whole are on a firmer economic foot- 

g to support quality programs than they are at the present. 

Perhaps the simplest and one of the most effective tax inducements that could 
e adopted by Congress which would tend to bring competent stars, producers, 
nd writers into the field of television film production would be to permit them 

ice again to use the so-called collapsible corporation, the use of which was 

revented by the Revenue Act of 1950 as a result of the adoption of section 117 

n), Internal Revenue Code. Prior to 1950 there apparently had been no bar 
» the use of a corporation by motion-picture stars, writers, and producers for 
the purpose of converting ordinary income into capital gains. This technique 
as used primarily in the motion-picture, construction, and farm industries. 
he procedure then followed was for the motion-picture stars, writers, and 
producers to form a corporation in which they were the stockholders to produce 

picture or group of pictures. Generally speaking, the stars, writers, and pro- 

icers would work for the corporation for a nominal sum. After the pictures 
ere produced, but before their release, the corporation would liquidate and the 

issets would be turned over to the stars, writers, and producers. As a re- 

ult, when the pictures were sold, gain normally taxable as ordinary income 
suld be converted into a long-term capital gain. 

Che tax benefits from the collapsible corporation device can be seen from the 
fact that if a motion-picture star is able to collapse a corporation and realize 

capital gain, he will have as many after-tax dollars from a long-term capital 

n of approximately $106,000 as he would have from ordinary income of 
s500,000. If permitted to use the collapsible corporation in producing television 

ms, there is little question that many competent stars, writers, and producers 
vould quickly turn to the production of television films. Moreover, the tax 

nefits that would accrue to such persons would also benefit the television in- 
lustry, as the cost per film program would be substantially reduced. 

To spur the production of television film by qualified persons, there would ap- 
ear to be ample justification for adopting legislation that would lift the pro- 
hibition set forth in section 117 (m), Internal Revenue Code, against the use 

the tax device of collapsible corporations at least to the extent that the use 

such device would be permitted by production companies devoted solely to the 
roduction of television film for a reasonable period of time in the immedate 
future, 
Prerson & BALL, 
Counsel for informal group composed of: 82 VHF licensees, 20 VHF 
permittees, 33 VHF applicants. 
NE 21, 1954. 

Senator Porrrr. Mr. Pierson, I would like to ask you a question 
that was submitted on your memorandum. 

In your memorandum you state that the production of television 
film by qualified persons would be accelerated if the tax laws were 
revised so as to authorize collapsible corporations by production com- 
panies devoted solely to the production of television film for a reason- 
able period of time in the imemdiate future. 

If such legislation were enacted, in your opinion would it make 
more film programming available and would that help the UHF 

tations ¢ 

Mr. Prerson. In my opinion, it would, for two reasons, and inci- 
dentally, the device of the collapsible corporation was lawful and 
ised up to 3 or 4 years ago. 

[In my opinion, the 1 esults would be that not only would the quan- 
tity and quality of production increase because of the people who 
would choose that production rather than motion-picture production, 
but also the cost of the film itself would be reduced. 

I believe the increase in the supply of high-quality films at a lower 
cost cannot help but assist all stations that need program filler, and I 
admit it will also help VHF stations, but I have not been dissuaded in 
suggesting it because of that. 

48550—54 69 
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Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Pierson. 

Mr. Prerson. Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. We will now hear from Chairman Hyde of the 
Federal Communications Commission. 


REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF ROSEL HYDE, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Chairman Hype. I have not asked for rebuttal time and it is not my 
purpose to build up the record that has been made up to this point. 

There are some matters that have been submitted having to do with 
the Commission’s procedures, which I think should be the subject of 
a statement at this time. 

I do want to say, though, that the Commission is intensely inter 
ested in the evidence that has been adduced in this hearing. The 
Commission as such will endeavor to cooperate in every way with this 
committee in the conclusions and actions that might be decided upon 
as a result of the hearing. 

I believe that if I should give a very brief history of the Com- 
mission’s processes in the licensing of television stations it would be 
helpful. 

‘he Commission’s sixth report was issued in April 1952. 

It was decided upon by the Commission on the 12th of April and 
released to the public on the 14th. 

At the same time, the Commission announced that the processing 
of applications would begin on July 1. There is no one interested in 
going into the television business who has not had a fair opportunity 
to apply for any channels made available in the sixth report, begin- 
ning with the announcement in April 1952 and protected until July 
1, 1952 against any quick grants that would cut off the opportunity. 

In other words, there was ample opportunity for anyone who wanted 
to apply for a channel in any category in any city to apply for it be- 
fore any grants were made. That principle has been followed through 
by the Commission. In other words, there has been adequate oppor- 
tunity and adequate notice in all instances. 

At the time the Commission released its sixth report, it was faced 
with a great public demand in this new and wonderful communication 
service, television. 

The 108 stations that had been authorized prior to the freeze in 1948 
had given the public a taste and they reached a substantial part of the 
population. 

The public generally, the Congress and communities were all very 
much concerned with the possibilities of having this new service 
brought into all the communities of the Nation. It was a challenge to 
the Commission. 

This committee that is holding these hearings and which are now 
coming to a conclusion rapidly, asked the Commission to come in and 
see what could be done to facilitate the expansion of this industry and 
to take away the limitations of Government upon the expansion of the 
industry by private enterprise. 

At the time the sixth report was released, we gave consideration as to 
how the hearings should be conducted. There were very vocal pro- 
ponents of the idea that in every community, where there were more 
applications than channels, all channels should be put in one pot, and 
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a battle royal hearing conducted to determine which of the applicants 
should get the channel. If there were 5 applicants for 4 channels, 
which 4 should receive grants ? 

The Commission, however, found—the majority—found it advis- 
able to take its cue from the provisions of law, from the policies set out 
by Congress in the Communications Act which requires that an appli- 
cant should state the channel on which he proposed to operate. The 
Commission restricted the consideration of applicants to the channel 
applied for. That made it possible for the Commission to go through 
the file of applications and, in those instances where an application for 
a particular channel was not contested, to make a grant. 

Now, the law specifically provides in section 309 that it is the Com- 
mission’s duty to grant an application upon examination if it finds that 
it is in the public interest to do so. It does not provide that the 
Commission should look around and see if there are some other appli- 
cants who might become interested if the matter was held up or if a 
hearing was held. 

Consequently, the Commission, following as I say the policy of 
the law of moving rapidly through the file of applications, granted 
those that were not contested. It set up a system of priorities for 
the consideration of applications in contest, believing that those com- 
munities with no television service at all had some equity and some 
right to television as against those communities who had television but 
were interested in a second or a third service. 

Also, it was necessary to set up a schedule because the order of filing 
did not provide one. Normally, applications are considered in chrono- 
logical order as they are filed by applicants but after a freeze and a 
big filing on a given date, they were without an order of filing which 
could be used for this purpose and the Commission set up an arrange- 
ment based upon the relative needs of the communities. The hear 
ings were set up on that basis and there were a very large number of 
applications in which we had conflict of interest, two or more appli- 
cants applying for the same channel in the same community. 

An N27 rience we had with a contest will illustrate the origin of a 
change in procedural rules which permitted early termination of a 
hearing case which has become uncontested. 

In the Wichita Beacon case where 3 applicants applied, 2 still re- 
mained in contest when the case went into adoring When the exam 
iner proceeded to take the testimony, 1 of the 2 remaining applicants 
elected to withdraw. The hearing officer then thought it was appro- 
priate to complete a very brief examination with a view of submitting 
the recommendation to the Commission for the disposition of the 
remaining application. 

The Commission, however, thought that the examiner had no justi- 
fication for conducting a hearing on a contest which had been washed 
out, ordered that application be returned to the processing line. The 
application was returned to the processing line and became the subject 
of another contest when another application was filed. 

This was abeut April or May of 1953. 

Very soon after this decision, the Commission decided that it would 
be good policy in the case where an application in hearing status be 
comes uncontested, to have the hearing officer complete his report on 
that case, looking toward a determination of the application on its 
merits. This procedure was mentioned to the committee and I am not 
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presuming by this recitation to ask the committee to share the Com- 
mission's responsibility in adopting the procedure, but I will note that 
the committee gave unanimous approval in the discussions inform: lly, 
of course. 

Senator Porrer. That is right. 

Chairman Hyper. That helped the Commission a good deal in the 
consideration of hearing cases, and I believe that it te snded to eliminate 
abuses of process. By abuses of process, I mean the filing of applica- 
tions for the purpose of creating a conflict in the hope of being paid 
off or some such advantage as that. 

Later, it occurred to the Commission, and I recommended it to the 
Commission, that these same principles might very well apply to a 
large file of other applications in a position of contest but not yet in 
the } process of hearing. They were not in the process of hearing for the 
simple reason that in our large filing of applications, we had not been 
able to reach them and schedule the hearing and begin the taking of 
testimony. 

But, nevertheless, any action on applications in conflict was held 
up by the conflict of interest. The Commission, a majority, became 
convinced that the longer this situation obtained, the greater the op- 
portunity for the filing of applications of doubtful sincerity. We 
were also convinced that the Government’s task of processing these 
applications would only be made more difficult, more costly, and 
that the long delay which the public was experiencing in getting the 
advantage of television would be lengthened by leaving these applic a- 
tions on file, scheduled whenever they could be reached, , for a laborious 
hearing. 

The Commission announced, in a change of rules as to procedure, 
dated May 25, 1953, that one of those cases, in those cases where an 
application became uncontested, the Commission would take it up 
on its merits at the next business day, the next official meeting day. 

The notice—and I have a copy of it here—was published in the 
Federal Register so that all interested would have notice of it. 

The procedure was not put into practice until it had been published 
in the Federal Register and, moreover, it was made clear in the Com- 
mission’s action, that it was not an opportunity for the granting 
of applications filed on Wednesday—that this was not an opportunity 
for new applications filed on Tuesday to be granted on Wednesday. 

It was a procedure which permitted an application which had been 
on file for a respectable period to be considered on its merits on the 
following Wednesday. 

I have a copy of the Commission’s change in rules and I think it 
would be appropriate for this to be included in the record because 
statements which have been made here would indicate that applica- 
tions first filed on Tuesday could be considered and granted on 
Wednesday. 

Senator Porrer. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 
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(The material referred to is as follows :) 


May 25, 1953. 
Before the Federal Communications Commission 
Washington 25, D. C. 
FCC 53-627, No. 89887 (Corrected) 


In the Matter of Amendment of Footnote 10 of Section 1.871 of Part 1 of the 
Commission's Rules (Temporary Processing Procedure for Television Broad- 
cast Applications ) 


ORDER 


1. The Commission desires to amend Footnote 10 of Section 1.371 of its Rules 
by the addition of a subparagraph (m), which reads as follows: 

“(m) Where an application upon which processing has been temporarily 
suspended because of mutually exclusive applications becomes unopposed, or 
where an amended application becomes unopposed, or where an amended appli- 
cation or a new application is filed in place of the several competing applications 
and the applicant formed by such a merger is composed of substantially the 
same parties as the parties to the original application or applications, the re- 
maining application may be available for consideration on its merits by the 
Commission at a succeeding regular meeting as promptly as processing and 
review by the Commission can be completed.” 

2. In accordance with its temporary processing procedure, as amended, pur- 
suant to the Sixth Report and Order, mutually exclusive applications (i. e. 
those which compete for the same channel in the same community or require 
competitive hearing for other reasons) have been passed over. This has enabled 
the Commission to process noncompetitive applications so that TV service could 
be made available in the shortest possible period of time, and the Commission 
is virtually current in the processing of noncompetitive TV broadcast applica- 
tions. The provision here made is of a clarifying nature and is a further step 
designed to bring television service to the public as promptly as possible consist- 
ent with basic requirement of public interest. 

3. Authority for the adoption of this amendment is contained in Sections 1, 
4 (i), 4 (j), and 303 (4) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. 

4. In view of the fact that the amendment adopted herein is procedural in 
nature, constituting a clarifying amendment, prior publication of notice of pro- 
posed rule making under the provisions of Section 4 of the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act is unnecessary, and the amendment may become effective immedi- 
ately 

It is ordered, This 22d day of May 1953, that, effective upon publication in 
the Federal Register, Footnote 10 of Section 1.371 of the Commission’s Rules 
and Regulations is amended as set forth herein. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
T. J. Stowrg, Secretary. 

Released : May 25, 1953. 

Commissioner Hennock dissenting and issuing a dissenting opinion. 

Commissioner Bartley concurring in the Commission action and stating: “I do 
not believe, however, the adoption of a rule is necessary. There has been no 
rule preventing prompt consideration of nonconflicting applications heretofore. 
I do not oppose public notice of this fact.” 


Chairman Hype. This is an illustration of a Government agency 
finding it necessary and appropriate to cut redtape in the interest of 
facilitating the expansion of service. 

Redtape is dear to some people who practice redtape technique and 
sometime develop some themselves, and it lends itself to the purpose 
of folks who want to condemn the practice as well. But for a Gov- 


ernment agency to eliminate redtape is not a violation of antitrust 
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laws and, in my opinion, it is not something on which to get emotion- 
ally disturbed. I think it isa highly constructive thing, too. 

The fact of the matter is that the Commission recognized the over- 
all public interest in the expansion of this new and important com- 
munications medium and made appropriate changes in procedures. 
The Commission has made it possible for this country to have a na- 
tionwide television system in a very short period. 

A year ago attorneys, engineers, applicants were talking about 2, 3, 
or 4 years. Committees of Congress were appropriating additional 
funds to the Commission to supplement the personnel with additional 
people to process applications. $350,000 above our previously indi- 

cated appropriation was appropriated by Congress. 

A substantial part of those funds have been used, but not all of them. 
The point of referring to the appropriation is that the Commission 
had a mandate from Congress to do something about the backlog, the 
log jam, and the bottleneck which existed with respect to the expan- 
sion of television service. 

We have handled approximately 1,600 applications in this process. 
I am including the applications for major changes in stations as well 
as the applications for new stations. 

As of now, 85 percent or 86 percent of the task of processing the 
backlog of applications which was the subject of concern a little more 
than a year ago has been accomplished. 

As of now, there are 374 commercial television stations operating 
and 5 noncommercial television stations located in 237 communities. 

The number of postfreeze stations was 108 located in 63 commu- 
nities, 

In 40 instances the communities were 1-station communities. I 
might say 40 monopoly situations. 

This expansion of the industry has permitted the removal of these 
monopoly conditions in larger markets. We have a number of one- 
station communities but they tend to be in smaller cities where the 
number of stations is limited by economic conditions rather than in- 
ability of the Commission to act. 

The Commission has authorized a total of 565 stations. The total 
number of stations in the commercial category that can come out of 
the total file of applications which have been submitted to the Com- 
mission is 659. If you add the educational stations, applications, and 
grants that have been made, the total would be 705. 

The total potential of all applications now pending and applica- 
tions granted in terms of commercial stations is 659. The division 
as to channels is 404 stations on very high frequency ; 255 on ultrahigh 
frequency. 

In other words, the television service contemplated by applications 
granted or now pending before the Commission for commercial opera- 
tion is 659 stations, 404. very high fr equency, 255 ultrahigh frequenc; y. 

I believe that there is a real economic challenge for the television 
industry as to all classes of stations, not just UHF, which will have to 
be met before we will have a television service with anything like the 
number of stations which would be:permitted under the Commission’s 
sixth report. 

The total number of station assignments engineeringly available, 
and that is all that the Commission undertook to say in that report, 
is 2,053. That includes the territories. 
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In continental United States the total is 2,002. 

The division as to classes of stations as between VHF and UHF is 
69 VHF stations and 1,433 UHF stations. 

I thought that these statistics as to the potential of all applications 

1 file would be helpful in giving some perspective to the economic 
cal lem. I thought it would be appropriate for me to call atten- 
tion to the fact that the Commission does not grant applications with- 
out pr ior notice. It does not think it is in the public interest to hold 
earings not required by law and hearings which will not serve a use- 
ful purpose. 

We rather think it is the desire of the Commission, the duty, rather, 
to facilitate the expansion of the industry to permit the expansion of 
ervice to the public and that it is in the public interest to have expedi- 
tious proceedings rather than delays which tend to aggravate and 
encourage abuses of process. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrrr. I wish to thank you, Chairman Hyde. 

| have received here a request from Mr. John Johnson, the general 
manager of radio station WTOB and television station WTOB-TV 

t Winston-Salem, N. C. 
His statement will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The material referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN JOHNSON, GENERAL MANAGER, Rapio Station WTOB, 
WINSTON-SALEM, N. C, 


My name is John G. Johnson, I am one of the owners and general manager of 
radio station WTOB and television station WTOB-TV at Winston-Salem, N. C. 

We operate a television station on UHF channel 26 and have been on the air 
since September 1953, 

I have been asked to outline the history of our operation and to point out the 
specific problems we have encountered, 

It is my opinion that most people, not actively engaged in the UHF television 
ndustry are, quite naturally, confused as to the reason why so many UHF 
tations are having difficulties. Some of the many explanations I have heard 
include improper planning, lack of experience, inadequate financing, poor manage- 

nent, and so forth. But basically, these are not the reasons why UHF stations 
re having trouble and they are not applicable to our station. 

I think I can best present the story of our station by attempting to answer 
me of these questions in the light of our experience of about 8 months’ opera- 
tion. In so doing, I hope to bring out the more fundamental causes for the 

ficulties of UHF. 

1. Was the operation of our UHF television station well planned. 

[ think it was. My principal associate, Mr. James Coan, and I are both law- 
school graduates and we each spent about 6 years as special agents with the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation following graduation from the University of 
North Carolina Law School in 1940. Together we opened radio station WTOB 
bout 7 years ago. So we approached the idea of this television station with 
everal years of broadcast experience. 

We originally prepared an application for VHF channel 6 at Winston-Salem 
back in 1947 and 1948, but when the freeze was instituted by the FCC in 1948 
we decided, on the advice of counsel, that it was needless to file the application. 
Thereafter, the FCC proposed a reallocation plan which called for moving VIF 
hannel 6 from Winston-Salem and substituting therefor UHF channel 26. This 
plan left only one VHF channel, channel 12, in Winston-Salem. We protested 
this plan in a strong petition to the FCC but our petition was denied, the proposal 
as made final, and Winston-Salem was left with only one VHF channel— 
hannel 12. 

We applied for channel 12 along with 2 other applicants. When it appeared 
several years would be required to resolve the 3 conflicting applications and 
grant a permit for a television station in Winston-Salem, we began to consider 
he idea of amending our application to UHF channel 26. It appeared that only 
in this way would Winston-Salem have its own television station for many years. 
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With this in mind, Mr. Coan and I personally visited and studied 3 of the 4 or 
5 UHF stations then operating in the country. 

We also talked with Mr. Frank Stanton, president of Columbia Broadcasting 
System, and Mr. Joseph McConnell, who was then president of NBC. We con- 
ferred with a former Commissioner of the FCC; with the Broadcast Bureau of 
the FCC; and with Mr. Rosel Hyde, now Chairman of the FCC, along with mem- 
bers of the engineering staff at the FCC. 

We had several conferences with the vice presidents in charge of engineering 
at both CBS and NBC concerning the technical aspects of UHF television. 

We had a consultant make a study of the Winston-Salem market and the 
economic advisability of establishing a UHF station there. 

We talked with station sales representatives and advertising agencies con- 
cerning the sales potential of a UHF station in a city the size of Winston-Salem. 
We also talked with many individual consulting engineers and attorneys, as well 
as manufacturers of television transmitting equipment and television receivers. 

We spent several months studying the entire picture and when this study was 
completed we reached the decision to ask for permission to build a UHF station 
as our survey indicated that UHF had the forces behind it to make it a competi- 
tive television system. We went on the air in September 1953 and, due to mergers 
of conflicting applications, the VHF station went on the air a few days after 
we did. 

2. Does our station suffer from lack of experienced personnel? 

I think not. As I said earlier, my associate, Mr. Coan, and I actively managed 
the station; we are both natives of Winston-Salem and each has about 7 years 
broadcast experience operating a radio station. In addition to our radio expe- 
rience, Mr. Coan and I personally visited about 25 television stations. We stud- 
ied these stations and spent as much as a week or 10 days, in some cases, study- 
ing the station’s operations. 

Seven of our key personnel have had an aggregate of more than 70 years expe- 
rience in radio broadcasting. 

Our television director has had several years experience in one of the country’s 
leading television stations. He joined our organization several months before 
we went on the air and spent this time training our staff and setting up our 
organization. 

I do not think our staff lacks adequate experience. 

3. I have heard it said that many UHF television stations are in difficulty 
because of inadequate financing at the outset. 

I submit that our station was started with ample financing for all reasonably 
foreseeable risks. For example, we filed applications with the FCC for 3 UHF 
television stations and all 3 of them were granted to us. However, we have con- 
structed only one of these stations, the one at Winston-Salem. Our company 
owned 100 percent of 2 of the permits and*50 percent of the third. One of the 
necessary qualifications to obtaining a construction permit from the FCC is 
financial ability. If the FCC found us financially qualified to construct and 
operate 3 stations, it logically follows this same company should be able to con- 
struct and operate just 1 of these stations. In addition to new capital, we also 
have a profitable radio station. 

4. It is frequently reported that UHF stations are suffering from poor 
management, 

I do not believe this accounts for much of the UHF problems, 

I cannot say how good our management is but I do know it is as good as we 
know how to make it. 

Our radio station has been successful and Mr. Coan and I have each put in 
12 to 15 hours a day to make our television station a success. 

We started the third radio station in Winston-Salem in 1947 as a daytime only 
station affiliated with the Mutual Network and operating with only 1,000 watts. 

For several years now, we have been operating a full-time radio station— 
both day and night—and have increased our power to 5,000 watts, and are 
affiliated with both the CBS and Mutual networks. In many respects, our radio 
station is considered the dominant station of the four now operating in our city. 

Last year, our radio station won a first-place award for public service pro- 
motion in a nationwide contest. 

This year, our television station won a second-place award for television 
promotion in a nationwide contest. We were competing with all television 
stations, both VHF and UHF, in this contest. 

In television sales, we carry considerably more local advertising than does 
the VHF station in our city. We outsell them on a local basis. However, in 
national spot business—nonnetwork national advertisers—we find it almost 





STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 1087 


impossible to obtain any business. We have called on many advertising agencies 
and attempted to point out the sales successes we are able to achieve for our 
oca! advertisers, but we find that, generally speaking, they refuse to buy time 
on UHF stations. 

What is the reason for this attitude in our particular case? The answer lies 
in the greater circulation offered by the VHF stations serving our area. While 
we claim approximately 50,000 television sets adapted to receive channel 26, 
our VHF competitors claim in excess of 200,000 receivers. Of course, we offer 
our time at a much lower rate than the VHF stations but, regardless of cost, 
the national buyer prefers the VHF station almost every time. 

Insofar as network business is concerned, I quote the president of the ABC 
television network who tells me we carry considerably more network traffic 
than the average UHF station because we are more active and aggressive in 
contacting the advertising agencies. In any event, we do carry a major portion 
of the ABC network commercial schedule. Our station is the only ABC affiliate 
in the tricity area of Winston-Salem, Greensboro, and High Point, N. C. 

In the field of local programing, I think ours compared favorably with any 
television station in our section of the country—whether VHF or UHF. 

We certainly have the finest facilities of any station in the State of North 
Carolina. 

We originate live Golden Gloves boxing matches in our studio for 1 hour each 
week. This has stimulated tremendous interest in boxing in our white and 
colored schools and YMCA’s in Winston-Salem, as well as in neighboring cities. 
{ have been told ours is the only television station in the Southeast to originate 
boxing in its own studios—and one of the few in the Nation. 

We carry a full, hour-long Negro talent program each week. In a city where 
almost 50 percent of the population is composed of Negroes, ours is the only 
station with a regular all-Negro television program. 

Last fall, a Winston-Salem High School football team tied for the State 
championship. Our station was the only one to film these games and present 
them on television. This included both home games as well as those played 
out of the city. As you can imagine, with a winning team, these programs 
created tremendous local interest. 

We offer daily religious programs to the churches in our city and they seem 
to be most grateful for this opportunity. 

Each day we have a regular program for school children in both city and 
county schools. These programs include spelling bees, talent contests, develop- 
ment of various hobbies and a variety of other things. School children troop 
in and out of our station by the busload. 

We offered the first local television news featuring photographs of local people 
and events. I believe this is still the only television news program in our city 
which emphasizes pictures of local news events. 

There are many other program features I could mention but I wanted to 
bring out these highlights to demonstrate that, insofar as possible, we are 
endeavoring to give our station the very best management of which we are 
capable. This is reflected in the large number of sets converted to channel 26, 
our physical plant and facilities, network program, local sales, and locally 
originated program. 

Up to this point, I have attempted to point out thaf, in my opinion, our station 
was well planned, is staffed with experienced personnel, was adequately financed, 
and is soundly managed. I have done this because so many people have 
attributed “the UHF problem” to these factors. I submit that our station 
suffers from none of these difficulties and, basically, the UHF situation does not 
stem from these factors but largely to reasons beyond the control of the indi- 
vidual station operator. 

The principal problem with us is our inability to secure national nonnetwork 
revenue and the technical deficiencies of UHF receivers and converters, along 
with the almost prohibitive expense of some of this equipment. 

As one UHF station manager told me: “There is nothing wrong with our 
station that a few good national accounts won’t cure.” 

The inability of UHF stations to compete for national business is due to 
inferior circulation. This, in turn, is caused by the cost of converting existing 
sets to receive the UHF channels. This cost runs anywhere from $15 to $85 
in our area and I believe would average $40 to $60. A new receiver with UHF 
built in costs $80 to $40 more than a VHF-only receiver. 

Another contributing factor is the technical deficiency of the UHF converters. 
Just last week, 1 serviceman in our city told me that of 9 conversions he made 
the previous week, he had already been called back to service 7 out of the 9 
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installations. The president of our company used one of the best known brands 
of converters and after 3 of them went bad within a few weeks, he gave up and 
bought an entirely new television receiver. 

We have received literally hundreds of complaints from the public who 
invested money to be able to see our station only to find the equipment did not 
work properly or caused so much trouble they gave up attempting to tune in 
our station. It seems to me some standards should have been, or should now 
be, set up for all conversion equipment in an effort to bring up the quality of 
the converters. 

We are severely handicapped because of the failure of the manufacturer to 
be able to deliver higher powered transmitting equipment. We do not cover 
anywhere near the area covered by our VHF competitors. We are operating 
with a 1,000-watt transmitter which is the highest power transmitter being made 
available by RCA at this time. Yet our competitor covers more than twice our 
area operating with only about 40,000 watts effective radiated power and they 
can increase this power at almost any time to 316,000 watts. The power and 
coverage differential is so great that we cannot hope to compete for national 
business. 

This coverage problem is further compounded in our area by the failure of the 
manufacturers to build only VHF-UHF television receivers. So long as the 
public can continue to buy a VHF-only receiver it means our conversion problem 
is endless. For example, in the many cities and towns just outside our present 
coverage area, the people are buying VHF -only receivers because our signal can- 
not now reach this area. In turn, we cannot reach this area because the higher 
powered transmitter is not yet availabie. Thus when we are able to extend our 
UHF signal into these cities and towns, we will find all VHF-only receivers and 
must start anew the conversion process. Thus, instead of gaining new audience 
with each stepup in power, we gain only new problems—problems of converting 
these receivers. There is no end to this vicious cycle unless, and until, the 
manufacturers build only a VHF-UHF, all-channel television receiver. 

This inability to get national business is a growing problem with most UHF 
operators With whom I have talked. It is a downward spiral that is beginning 
to have its effect on the station’s local business. For example, a local bottler 
in our area had been advertising most successfully with the UHF station. 
Then one day he talked to his New York advertising agency who advised him 
to discontinue using the UHF station. The station lost this previously happy 
client. In another case I know of, a local food broker who recommended the 
UHF station as his choice as the station who would do the best job for their 
product—the manufacturer of the food product in an eastern market hundreds 
of miles away answered “We don’t use UHF stations.” So the station lost this 
business even though the food broker who was on the local scene was personally 
familiar with the performance of the UHF and the VHF stations was convinced 
the UHF station was the better buy. I know of many similar cases where the 
local merchant wanted to use the UHF outlet but the out-of-town manufac- 
turer, or distributor, refused to share the cost of the advertising except on the 
VHF station. 

So you can readily see that if this trend continues—and it is an accelerating 
one at the moment—a local UHF station relying to a large measure on local 
advertising, will be unable to get even this business, although the station may 
be doing an excellent job for the advertiser. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for the opportunity to tell you about the operation of 
our UHF station. 


Senator Porrer. I have here a mind py addressed to me from the 
National Grange which will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 


Senator CHARLES FE. POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The National Grange opposes (1) allocation of all television broadcast services 
to UHF frequencies; (2) the reduction or limitation of coverage of UHF sta- 
tions beyond that now imposed by Federal Communications Commission rules; 
and (3) any hasty action that would lead to deterioration of further limitation 
of TV reception in rural areas. 

HerscHet D. NEWTON, 
M. Master, The National Grange. 
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I would also like to make a part of the record at this time the com- 
ments of the General Accunting Office, on the bill S. 3095. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 


Washington 25, March 16, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter dated March 10, 
1954, enclosing a copy of S. 3095, 88d Congress, and inviting any comments I 
may care to offer concerning the proposed legislation. The bill is entitled “A 
bill to regulate multiple ownership of television broadcast stations,” and would 


imend the Communications Act of 1934 by inserting a new section after section 
309. 


Legislation regulating multiple ownership of television broadcast stations 
would not directly affect any fiscal functions of the Federal Government, and 
since the General Accounting Office does not have any detailed information with 
respect to the matter, I have no comments to offer. 


Pursuant to your request, three carbon copies of this letter are forwarded 
herewith. 


Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

Senator Porrer. Before we adjourn the meeting today which will 
conclude the hearings, I would like to say to the various segments of 
the television industry that I know they will have various “points of 
conflict with the individual members of the Commission. But I do 
think it well that we all recognize that the Commission is a commis- 
sion made up of individual members and there will be conflicts of 
views. 

I think we have a commission with integrity, a commission that is 
honest, a commission that is devoted to the public interest, and that 
goes for all members of the Commission. 

I hope and I know that there will be many times when certain seg- 
ments of not only the television industry but other mediums of com- 
munications which come under the regulatory powers of the Commis- 
sion will have some personal views which are contr ary to the views 
of the Commission. You may be right and they may be wrong. But 
I wish to state publicly and to the members of the Commission who 
are here that we all recognize the fact that you are dealing with a 
most complex problem and certainly many people will not ‘be satis- 
fied with decisions that are made, but no one is going to question the 
integrity and the honesty or the loyalty or the public interest shown 
by the individual members of the Commission. 

I would also like to announce that the various arguments of the 
industry, those who have testified before the committee, have pre- 
sented the committee with an outstanding record. 

I can assure you that I, as one, and I am sure the other members 
of the committee have a greater outlook on the entire television prob- 
lem than we had before we began these hearings. 

We recognize that the problems that we are ‘faced with are not easy 
to solve. However, I have found very few problems that are easy to 
solve. 

I assume that whatever recommendations the committee might make 
will not be in accord with the various conflicting interests that are 
here. I wish to assure you, however, that the committee—I am sure— 
and any recommendations that it makes will be guided by the funda- 
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mental principle behind which any committee action should be guided, 
that is, of the public interest. 

Although we may have a great sympathy for an individual segment, 
and we may have a great admiration for the abilities and talents of 
certain people, certain groups, the public interest is the overpowering 
interest which the committee has to weigh in deciding any problem. 

I can assure you that we are not going to make any half-cocked 
decisions, but we are going to act immediately. Our full committee 
on the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee will meet to- 
morrow. I assume that possibly a replacement will be designated for 
the late Senator Hunt’s place on the committee. 

We will then go into executive session, either the latter part of this 
week or the first part of next week. 

We will possibly call upon the good office of the Commisison and 
possibly seek the advice of the best counsel we can secure on points 
that we need to search deeper into than the hearings that we have 
had so far have brought out. 

I can assure you that not only the members of this committee but 
all members of the Congress are greatly concerned about this problem, 
if the communications that I have received from the various Members 
of Congress is any indication. 

I wish to thank you for your patience and the many interruptions 
that we have had to endure with this hearing. You have been gra- 
cious and I sincerely hope that we can all work toward bringing about 
that grand new industry, television, to its ultimate height as a medium 
of communications in this country. 

The record will be kept open for 5 days to submit any additional 
statements. 

(Whereupon, at 4: 57 p. m., the public hearing was closed.) 

(The following material was submitted for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK C, CARMAN, TELEVISION StaTION KUTV, Sart Lake Crry, 
UTAH, ON THE JOHNSON Brit, S. 3095, anp RELATED Proposep LEGISLATION 


I am Frank C. Carman, president of Utah Broadcasting and Television Corp., 
the permittee of KUTV, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

We are presently building a television station to serve the Salt Lake City area. 
We face competition with at least two other Salt Lake City stations, and from 
stations in surrounding communities, which also may serve substantially the 
same area. We have planned the coverage to be most extensive so that people 
living in distant areas will receive diversified program service. 

The members of the subcommittee are quite familiar with the famous Sixth 
Report and Order of the Federal Communications Commission in the matter of 
the amendment of section 3.606, et cetera, of the Commission’s Rules and Regula- 
tions. We believe that the sixth report and order, which was based upon hear- 
ings extending over many months and upon several years of earnest considera- 
tion by the Commission, is a sound document even in the posture of present-day 
conditions. One of the most significant findings of that report is that which 
declares that the utilization of the UHF spectrum is essential to a nationwide 
competitive television broadcasting system. 

Although the problem does not exist in Salt Lake City, we see no technical 
method of eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF in the same market where 
there isn’t sufficient spectrum space in the VHF band of frequencies. On the 
other hand, we believe that there is sociological and economic necessity for 
such intermixture, because of the very necessity of establishing a nationwide, 
competitive television broadcasting system. 

We are opposed to any plan which would eliminate all the VHF channels and 
permit television broadcasting only in the UHF spectrum. Wholly aside from 
the fact that pioneers who really established television in the United States 
should not be at this late date faced with an extreme penalty, it is obvious that 
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the tremendous investment of the citizens of the United States in all manner of 
VHF equipment should not be destroyed. There is simply no good reason to 
support such a lethal proposal. 

There has been some suggestion that the service areas of VHF and UHF sta- 
tions should be reduced for the purpose of permitting the establishment of a 
larger number of stations. We believe that the Commission in its sixth report 
and order provided for minimum service areas, and the implementation of this 
suggestion would only mean that rural dwellers in the fringe areas of television 
reception would be further penalized. 

In view of the necessity for an adequate national competitive television broad- 
casting service it is obvious that every assistance should be made available to 
those who have the courage and the pioneering spirit to render television service 
in the UHF spectrum. As I understand it, one of the problems in connection 
with UHF coverage is the penetration of blank spots. I am advised that booster 
or satellite stations will be helpful in this connection, and therefore the Com- 
mission should, in proper instances, authorize such necessary auxiliary facilities. 

The Commission might well relax its policy with respect to authorizing micro- 
wave relay links between the station transmitter and a program source, such 
as a network interconnection point. 

The Congress might still afford some relief in the form of elimination of the 
10 percent excise tax on the UHF receiving sets and components. 

The Federal Communications Commission in its proposed rulemaking of De- 
cember 23, 1953, in effect recommends that any party may own, in addition to 5 
VHF stations, 2 UHF stations. This is a step in the right direction as some 
thing of a premium is afforded to the UHF stations in those who desire to 
expand, have a greater opportunity in the UHF spectrum. 

The Federal Communications Commission might well take another look at tis 
procedural rules with the thought that UHF permittees or licensees will be per- 
mitted to apply for modification of their permit or licenses to change to a VHF 
channel if such a channel should become available. 

I can well understand the emotions of many UHF operators throughout the 
United States in the light of our own misgivings when we appropriated great 
sums of our company’s assets to establish a television station in Salt Lake City, 
where the competition is great and we have no real assurance of financial profit. 
We undertook this risk in a spirit of American free enterprise. Sometimes 
these ventures succeed and sometimes they fail. I believe it is extremely difficult 
to arrive at a program of subsidy without doing some violence to the fabric of 
our free competitive system. 


JUNE 22, 1954. 


SvATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. WRIGHT, SACRAMENTO TELECASTERS, INC., APPLICANT TO 
ESrARLISH A NEW TELEVISION STATION IN SACRAMENTO, CALIF., ON THE JOHNSON 
BLL, 8. 3005, AND RELATED PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


Iam William P. Wright and I am appearing on behalf of Sacramento Tele- 
casters, Inc., an applicant to establish a new television station on channel 10 in 
Sacramento, Calif. I am president of the applicant corporation. 

The application of Sacramento Telecasters, Inc., was filed on June 30, 1952. A 
hearing was had before the Federal Communications Commission to determine 
whether that application or the competing application of McClatchy Broadcasting 
Co., for the same facility should be granted. The hearing commenced on Novem- 
ber 17, 1952, the record was closed on June 5, 1953, and the case is now awaiting 
final decision of the Commission. The application has been prosecuted with the 
greatest diligence, large sums of money have been expended on the hearing, and 
it would be very inequitable to be faced with a freeze at this time when we are 
on the threshold of a decision. 

The members of the subcommittee are, of course, quite familiar with the sixth 
repor, and order of the Federal Communications Commission which ended the 
freeze and made possible the advent of what we believe to be a soundly based, 
nationwide method of bringing television to tha people of the entire country. We 
believe that the sixth report and order, based as it was upon extensive hearings 
extending over a period of many months and upon mature deliberation by the 
Commission extending over an even longer period of time, is sound in principle 
and the most practical method that could have been devised to bring into being 
a nationwide competitive television broadcasting system. A careful reading of 
that report, and particularly consideration of the premises upon which it is 
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based, shows that, unless the UHF spectrum is utilized, such a nationwide system 
is not possible. 

Intermixture—the use of both UHF and VHF frequencies to the exclusion of 
the use of either band alone—is, as a matter of practicality, a necessary basis 
for a nationwide television broadcasting system, although it is theoretically 
possible to have all television in the UHF band. We are opposed to any plan 
which would eliminate all the VHF channels and permit television broadcasting 
only in those channels which fall within the UHF part of the spectrum. One 
has but to look at the investment of the citizens of Sacramento and the surround- 
ing territory, in VHF receiving antenna installations and sets (it is possible on 
an intermittent basis to receive television signals from San Francisco) to realize 
the tremendous investment of the citizens of the United States in all manner of 
VHF equipment. It would be against all principles of sound economics to junk 
at this late date what can only be described as a tremendous investment. All 
this is apart, of course, from the investment of those pioneers of television who, 
at considerable financial sacrifice to themselves in the early stages at least, made 
possible commercial television in this country. It should not be forgotten that 
the VHF operator went through a phase of no return and sizable losses before a 
market for his product—television programing—was achieved. There is no sound 
reason why the UHF operator should not expect to undergo some of the difficulties 
a VHF operator had to go through. It must not be forgotten that it is the public 
interest that is paramount here and not the desire to have the way smoothed out 
at the expense of a large segment of the population. Competition has always 
been the keynote of American industry. Given a sound basic system—and we 
believe the system of the sixth report and order is that—the workings of the 
free competitive system, skill in management and good business practices, will 
enable the operator of a television station, whether he be UHF or VHF, to take 
bis place in the American economy. Any scheme to favor one segment of the 
telecasting industry at the expense of another is not in the best traditions of the 
American competitive system. 

We sincerely hope that a freeze, which would prevent the establishment of 
television stations in communities which have looked forward to its advent with 
such great anticipation, will not be forthcoming. The idea is without sound 
basis and can only be characterized as the somewhat hysterica! palliative of those 
who do not know just what they desire. 

There has been some suggestion that the service areas of VHF and UHF 
stations should be reduced for the purpose of permitting the establishment of a 
larger number of stations. We believe that the Commission, in its sixth report 
and order, provided for minimum service areas, and the implementation of this 
suggestion would only mean that rural dwellers in the fringe areas of television 
reception would be further penalized. 

This is not to say that every assistance should not be made available to those 
who have the courage and the pionvering spirit to render television service in 
the UHF spectrum. As I understand it, one of the problems in connection with 
UHF coverave is the penetration of blank spots. I am advised that hooster or 
satellite stations will be helpful in this connection, and therefore the Commission 
should, in proper instances, authorize such necessary auxiliary facilities. 

The Commission might well relax its policy with respect to authorizing micro- 
wave relay links between the station transmitter and a program source, such as 
a network interconnection point. 

The Conzress might still afford some relief in the form of elimination of the 
10 percent excise tax on the UHF receiving sets and components. 

The Federal Communications Commission, in its proposed rulemaking of 
December 28, 1953, in effect recommends that any party may own, in addition to 
5 VHF stations, 2 UHF stations. This is a step in the right direction as some- 
thing of a premium is afforded to the UHF stations in that those who desire to 
expand have a greater opportunity in the UHF spectrum. 

The Federal Communications Commission might well take another look at its 
procedural rules with the thought that UHF permittees or licensees will he 
permitted to apply for modification of permits or licenses to change to a VHF 
channel if such a channel should become available. 





JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION, 
Washington 6, D. C., June 22, 1954. 


wey 


Senator CHARLES E., Potter, 
Communications Subcommittee of the Senate Committce on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C, 

My Dear SENATOR Potter: I am writing to you in my capacity as counsel 
for the Joint Committee on Educational Television for the purpose of ampli- 
fying in one respect the statement I submitted on May 21, 1954, to your sub- 
committee studying the problems concerning the status and development of UHF 
television Channels, 

Certain of the witnesses representing commercial UHF stations who have 
appeared before your subcommittee have pointed out that one of the major 
difficulties encountered by UHF commercial stations has been their inability to 
secure a sufficiently large number of high quality network commercial programs 
from the major networks. This problem is not present in the case of the UHF 
noncommercial educational television stations because educational stations do 
not rely upon the commercial networks for their programs. The noncommercial 
educational television stations (both UHF and VHF) will rely upon their own 
local live educational programs and, in addition, to the kinescope and film pro- 
grams available to them from educational sources. 

The most important of these sources is the Educational Television and Radio 
Center established by a grant from the Fund for Adult Education and which 
for several months now has been actually distributing film programs from 
its headquarters at Ann Arbor, Mich. The film and kinescope program service of 
the Educational Television and Radio Center at the present time is distributing 
to educational television stations 5 hours of programs per week; and it is 
expected that the amount of film programs available to educational television 
stations will be increased substantially before the end of the year. This pro- 
gram service includes such programs as the award-winning series on Shakes- 
peare by Professor Baxter of the University of Southern California, and the 
Great Ideas series by Professor Mortimer Adler, and other programs in the fields 
of political science, the physical sciences and international relations, which 
represent the best of the educational television programs now being produced 
by educational television stations, colleges and universities over the United 
States. 

The sources of programs of the center are threefold: (1) programs produced 
by educational television stations and distributed to other such stations through 
the center: (2) programs produced for the center by educational and commer- 
cial television stations, by universities and colleges, and by commercial film 
producers; (3) programs selected from the great variety of film resources already 
available and which have been, or can be, cleared and acquired for educational 
television uses. 

At the present time the center has available to it programs of the educa- 
tional television stations operating in Houston, Tex.; Pittsburgh, Pa.; Los An- 
geles, Calif.; East Lansing, Mich.; and Madison, Wis. In the near future it is 
expected that educational television stations will go on the air on a regular 
basis in San Francisco, Calif.; Chicago, Ill.; Cincinnati, Ohio; St. Louis, Mo.; 
and Boston, Mass. As the rich program resources of these large cities are trans- 
lated into educational programs over the educational television stations in these 
cities, these programs will become available in kinescope form in increasing 
number to the center for distribution to noncommercial educational television 
stations throughout the United S‘ates. In this way, the center will make 
available for broadcast to noncommercial ¢«ducational television stations an 
increasingly large number of high quality educational programs. 

Since the noncommercial educational television stations do not rely for their 
programs upon network commercial sources, it is reasonable to expect that the 
UHF educational television stations will not be faced with this particular diffi- 
culty that the UHF commercial stations have encountered. 

Of course, UHF educational stations will have to rely upon the manufacturers 
of transmitters and receivers and upon commercial broadcasters for the solution 
of the engineering problems that are facing UHF. In the basic problem of at- 
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tempting to bring UHF up to the level of VHF in technical quality and in the 
effort to increase the number of sets that are equipped to receive a UHF signal, 
the educational UHF station has problems that are similar to the commercial 
UHF station. It is not expected that the availability of fine programs from the 
Educational Television and Radio Center will solve these technical difficulties 
facing UHF; but the availability to the UHF educational stations of these fine 
programs should be of considerable assistance in the development of UHF edu- 
cational television. 
Respectfully yours, 
SEYMOUR KRIEGER, 
Counsel for the Joint Committee on Educational Television, 


Tue FaucuHr Company, INC., 
New York City, June 21, 1954. 
Hon. ANpREwW F. SCHOEPPEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My dear Senator ScHorpPEL: Because in the past you have expressed some in- 
terest and agreement with my views on certain aspects of the economics of tele- 
vision, may I without undue presumption offer some further observations on this 
subject which are particularly related to the current hearings before the Senate 
subcommittee on communications. May I emphasize that these are purely per- 
sonal opinions and conclusions and are offered as such. 

Being both avocationally and professionally interested in the current and 
future patterns of television, I have followed closely the testimony to date in 
these significant hearings, especially as they have broadened from their initial 
concern with the special problems of UHF. 

That they have broadened so widely is, I believe, significant evidence that the 
economics of UHF are intextricably a part of the total television pattern, and 
therefore UHF’s problems cannot be solved basically by special treatment 
formula. 

At the same time and by the same evidence these hearings have revealed facet 
after facet of a basic fact; namely, that the communications miracle, television, 
is economically sterile. That is to say, television has no life-giving economic 
organs of its own. For all of its accomplishments, and they can surely be far 
more miraculous than yet revealed, television must draw its economic support 
from some other commercial consideration. Without the advertising function 
and advertising economics to support it, our extant TV service would not exist 
(unless subsidized outright as in England). 

It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the voluminous testimony so far of- 
fered in the hearings amounts as much or more to a detailed treatise on the 
economics and social patterns of advertising as of television. That this is so 
is of course no reflection on advertising. To the contrary, it is to be marveled 
at, in light of the vast dimension already achieved by TV in the United States 
of America, that advertising has been able to nurture so great a growth or so 
extensive a service, 

But it is equally clear that the advertising function alone cannot, nor should 
it be obligated or expected to, underwrite all of the potentials of service that 
television holds for society. As the hearings have abundantly shown, the 
advertising revenue potential is insufficient to bring television service to many 
of our smaller communities and sparse population areas. 

Because of such patent limitations on this single method of supporting tele- 
vision, I have for some years been exploring the theory and watching the vari- 
ous technical efforts to find alternative and supplementary methods of 
overcoming television’s economic sterility. 

The most promising of these, a prodigiously promising one in my view is to 
utilize television as a much-needed modern, instantaneous, economical electronic 
distribution system. To do this requires only the addition to a television broad- 
cast, at its receiving end, of a practical method of collecting revenue for the 
program so delivered. And, since the necessary technical knowledge and devices 
to do this are now at hand, needing only authorigation for their use, I should 
think—and am indeed surprised—that these new potential solutions for the 
basic economic problems of television have not been explored in greater detail 
during the committee hearings. 

That subscription use of television—as such uses have come to be known— 
holds great promise for helping solve, not only UHF’s problems, but all the 
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conomic shortcomings of TV—including the vast new economic problems of 
lor TV—stems I believe from the following factors, which I itemize for brevity : 

1. Subseription use of TV to deliver premium quality or unique programs, 
now beyond the scope of sponsored TV, would be an addition to, not a substitute 

r, any present TV service. 

2. It would therefore add a totally new, and I believe a very great, service 
of revenue to TV; 

3. Thus making many more stations economically possible, especially in the 
smaller communities. 

4. It would require no separate or exclusive channels. 

5. It would be an added service and added source of revenue to present and 
future television stations. 

6. It would increase the advertising usefulness of TV by adding more stations 

nd a larger net audience—since the average viewer would buy only an occasional 

emium show, as compared to his continued viewing of the regular sponsored 
shows—probably 90 percent of the time at least. 

7. Yet the available opportunity to derive consumer support for the premium 
shows would provide a wholly new economic approach to a number of auxiliary 
problems of television ; namely, 

8. How to utilize TV to add to, rather than restrict as it now does, the economic 
distribution of spectator sports, Broadway plays, opera, symphonies, first-runp 
motion pictures, etc. 

9. Surely of great significance to the Nation at a time when our way of life 
is in danger of dying of ignorance, the utilization of subscription TV to collect 
tuition for educational television could finally overcome the economic iron cur 
tain which now hangs between us and the full utilization of the TV allocations 
set aside for educational television stations. At the same time, academic institu- 
tions, museums, great libraries, etc., could also utilize subscription time on regu- 
lar stations for new types of cultural programs now too specialized or costly for 
commercial sponsorship. 

10. In summary and in essence such subscription use of TV as an electronic 
distribution service therefore offers the prospects of (1) new services and (2) 
new and direct sources of revenue to television—yet without curtailing any of its 
present uses or revenue; indeed with a good chance to expand them all and 
reduce their costs. The advertisers would be relieved of carrying the whoie 
economic burden of TV, yet the public would pay far less for the subscription 
shows delivered to their homes on TV than they now pay for the same types of 
shows in public places. 

Since the technology now exists to put these hopeful hypotheses to the test, 

believe the public interest, convenience, and necessity justifies their fullest 
exploration. If in such inquiry I can be of any service to you or the committee, 
I shall be most happy to serve. 

Respectfully, 
MILLARD C, FAUGHT. 


TESTIMONY OF THEODORE G. BERGMANN, DIRECTOR OF BROADCASTING, ALLEN B. 
Du Mont LABORATORIES, INC., CLIFTON, N. J. 


The following material is respectfully submitted in reply to requests made 
by various members of this committee during Mr. Bergmann’s testimony: 

1. Question from Senator Pastore: “Are the rates higher where you have one 
channel in the city than where you have several channels?” 

In answer to this question, the attachment marked “Exhibit 1” indicates 
markets contained within the top 100 markets in the United States which have 
either all UHF or all VHF television facilities broken down into categories of 
4-station markets, 3-station markets, 2-station markets, and single-station 
markets with their accompanying rates. 

An analysis of this compilation indicates the following : 

A. The average class A, 1-hour rate per 1,000 television homes in the 4-station 
markets is $1.32. 

B. The average class A, 1-hour rate per 1,000 television homes in the 3-station 
markets is $1.85. 

C. The average class A, 1-hour rate per 1,000 television homes in the 2-station 
markets is $2.66. 


48550—_54——_70 





1096 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


D. The average class A, 1-hour rate per 1,000 television homes in the single- 
station markets is $2.66, 

2. Senator unt: “I would just like to know the exact impact of television on 
radio broadcast advertising.” 

Exhibit II attached indicates national advertising expenditures in millions 
of dollars for all media as reported in Printers Ink from 1935 to 1953 and 
projected by the Du Mont Television Network Research Department from 1954 
through 1958. Jt will be noted from these compilations that during the rise of 
television in 1949, 1950, and 1951 radio billing also increased. However, in 1952, 
radio billing dropped back to a level which it is expected to maintain through 
1955. A rise is indicated in 1956 due to the fact that this is a presidential elec- 
tion year and experience has shown that radio billing normally can be expected 
to increase in a national-election year. 

3. Question of Senator Pastore: “Could you give us statistics on how many 
radio stations own television stations?” 

Exhibit I1I shows by State the television stations owned by corporations who 
are operating AM stations. A second part shows the group owners of television 
and AM stations, and for both of these lists, we have indicated the affiliation 
of the radio stations. 

4. In answer to the question from Senator Schoeppel: “Have the television 
advertisers gotten together on a kind of uniform scale of charges for television 
advertising?” 

The answer given indicated that rates in television are set to be commensurate 
with the amount of circulation that each station delivers within its own market, 
and there is no uniformity. Exhibit 1V shows markets with equal television 
facilities (either all UHF or all VHF) in descending number of television homes. 

It will be noted from this compilation that for the most part, the rates are 
approximately commensurate with the circulation delivered except that where 
a station is affiliated with NBC or CBS, a higher rate usually prevails than 
where it is affiliated with ABC or Du Mont. 


Exuisir I 


Markets contained within the top 100 in the United States which have either 


all UHF or all VHF television facilties 


Class A 1-hour rate 


Homes soos " — —y _ 


| ABC CBS |Du Mont] NBC 


-station markets 
Chicago. - , 835, $2, 200 $2, 500 $2, 000 
Denver ; 31; 500 600 450 
Los Angeles... | : , 2, 009 . 250 1, 600 
New York | , 207, 24 4,250 

Scranton-W ilkes Barre ! : 225 

Washington | ; 950 


Total 


3-station markets: 
Atlanta 
Baltimore... 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 
Columbus, Ohio 
Detroit 
Fresno-Tulare ! 
Kansas City 
Minneanolis St, Paul 
Philadelphia 
Phoenix 
San Francisco $ 

















Total 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Markets contained within the top 100 in the United States which have either 
all UHF or all VHF television facilities—Continued 


Class A 1-hour rate 
Homes _ — _ 


CBS Du Mont NBC 


tation markets } 
Birmingham 253, $675 
Dallas 376, 5 1. 050 
Davenpcrt-Rock Island-Moline " 376 600 
Dayton, Ohio | 360, 75 | RFS) 
E] Paso } §2, | 00 
Harrisburg, Pa.'! 5, 25 7 250 
Memphis 251, 75 675 
Nashville__.. | , 63 550 | 
Omaha 220, 2 | | ROM 
Peoria ! | , 660 | 200 
Reading ! | 135, 000 | 300 
Rochester, N. Y | 254, 190 | | 700 
Salt-Lake City | 31, 190 | | 550 
San Antonio 9, 580 | 600 
San Diego 224, | 800 
Spokane 350 | | 300 
Springfield-Holyoke ! 090 | 250 
Steuben ville- W heeling 35, 110 | 400 
Syracuse . | 342, 660 | 900 
‘ 


Youngstown !. 7, 830 } 350 





Total 200, 210 
ition markets | 
Binghamton ‘ . ‘ 78, 730 | 
Charleston, §. C 35, 640 
Erie 59, 610 
Fort Wayne! 5, 210 
Fort Worth 500 
Grand Rapids 345, 800 
Greensboro | 2 450 600 | 
Hunt yn-Ashland 550 
Indianavolis 950 1, 000 
New Britain-Hartford A460 350 
Providence h27, 170 
Richmond 167, 760 
Sacramento ! 56, 750 
St. Petersburg-Tampa ! 720 
Shreveport 31, 760 
South Bend 5, 920 
Tacoma 325, 440 
Toledo : 286, 380 
Utica-Rome 3, 320 
Wilmington 41, 300 





Total. . 326, 420 
Total CBS BR AOD | 
Total, NBC 3°17 


1UHF stations. 


Source: Du Mont TV Network Research Department, June 17, 1954. 
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Top 100 markets—Class A 1-hour rate 


Akron... 
Binghamton 
Charleston, 8. C 
Charleston, W. Va 
Erie 

Evansville_. 

Flint 

Fort Wayne 

Fort Worth 

Grand Rapids 
Greensboro. _. 
Huntington-Ashland 
Indianapolis -. 

Little Rock 

New Britain-Hartford 
Providence 
Richmond 
Sacramento 

St. Petersburg-Tampa_. 
Shreveport 

South Bend 
Tacoma 

Toledo__.. 
Utica-Rome 
Wilmington 
Worcester 


1 UHF station 
2 Not available 


Source 


Allentown-Bethlehem- Easton 
Birmingham 

Buffalo 

Charlotte 

Dallas 

Davenport-Rock Island- Moline 
Dayton 

E] Paso 

Greenville, 8. C 


Harrisburg, P. 


a 
Hutchinson-Wichita 
Jacksonville 
Johnstown 
Knoxville 

Lansing 

Madison 


Memphis 


See footnotes at end of table. 


1-STATION MARKETS 


Station TV homes 


WAKR! 
WNBE 
wcsc 
WKNA 
WicU 
WFIE 1__. 
WTAC 1_. 
WKJG! 
WBAP 
WwooD. 
WFMY 
WSAZ 
WFBM 
KRTV 
WKNB! 
WJAR 
WTVR 
KCCC 
WSUN! 
KSLA 
WSBT! 
KTNT 
WsPD 
WKTV 
W DEL 
WWworR'! 


Du Mont TV Network, research department, June 16, 1954. 


2STATION MARKETS 


34, 390 


3, 180 


700 
, 090 
440 
5, 140 
76, 500 


WBEN 
WBUF 
WBTV 
WAYS 
KRLD 
WFAA 
woc 
WHBF 
WHIO 
WLW-D 
KROD 
KTSM 

| WFBC 

| WGVL 

| WHP 
WTPA! 
KTVH 
KEDD 
WJHP ! 
WMBR 
WJAC 
WARD! 
WROL 
WTSK ! 
WILS! 
WJIM 
WKOW ! 
WMTV! 
WHBQ 
WMCT 
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Affiliation SRDS May 19% 


, 000 


625 | 


250 


~ $500 


DUM | NBC 


CBS 


$500 | 
300 | 
200 

700 | 700 
150 | 150 


$500 


300 300 


250} 25 
7 , 050 

800 | 800 

600 | 

700 70 


, 000 
be 
300 
250 
206 
300 


S00 


475 


850 


1, 050 | 
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Top 100 markets—Class A 1-hour rate—Continued 


2STATION MARKETS—Continued 


Affiliation SRDS May 1944 
Market Station TV homes |\———-—-— aa 
ABC CBS | DUM | NBC 


$300 $300 


ash ville P SIX 98, 630 550 $550 
550 
Jew Haven-Waterbury IN 355, 750 1, 000 000 
, 010 
Jew Orleans_. SU 261, 030 700 700 
, 890 
aha..... ; ; _MTV 220, 290 800 
750 


978 


ria ; TEEK , 660 32! 275 


rtland, Oreg..- ‘ ; c Y 74, 220 i : 
. y 74, 220 5 500 
, 000 150 


74, 220 
, 220 § 500 
ding. ... 35, 000 150 
| WHUM! 3 
ester, N. Y WHAM 254, 190 | 800 
WVET... | 
naw-Bay City | WKNX 1... 70, 900 2 
WNEM - 164, 290 35 350 
t Lake City KDYL | 31, 190 550 
KSL 
Antonio KEYL.... 580 
WOAITI 675 
KFMB 224, 760 
KFSD 700 
KING 32! 
| KOMO. 900 
KHQ 7 
KXLY 
gfield-Holyoke WHYN ! 
WWLP! 
ben ville-W heeling _- 6 WSTV 
WTRF 
WHEN 
WSYR 
KCEB! 
KOTV 
WFMJ! 
WKBN 


ATION MARKE 


ny-Schenectady-Troy WROW! 5, 510 
WRGB 315, 710 
WTRI! : 5, 510 
s-Des Moines ‘ Wo! 000 
KGTV1_. 23, 320 
WHO... 7, 000 
WAGA 386, 930 
WLW-A 
WSB 
WAAM 
WBAL 
WMAR 1, 300 
W BZ , 195 
WNAC 2, 000 2, 000 
WTAOt. 
WCPO 32, , 200 
WKRC 1, 200 
WLW-T : 
WEWS 4 400 1, 500 
WNBK 
WXEL 
WBNS 
WLW-C 
WTVN 
WIBK 
ww 
WxXy 


footnotes at end of table. 
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Top 100 markets—Class A 1-hour rate—Continued 


3-STATION MARKETS—Continued 
<uuuisesnessnninaneaiiitianmsianteslinumretmtnsitinipapapansnneniay = 


| | Affiliation SRDS May 
Station TY bee ee 
| ABC | CBS | DUM 


Duluth-Superior.......- | WFTV1_.... $200 |_. 
WDSM.... | i eee Toouad | 

KDAL 

Fort Lauderdale-Miami_...- io 54, 830 

WITV! as | 

WTVJ.. Stee Teocuns 

SITET INO 15 scniaee cs tecrancemueminininlanianae KJEO!. | 

KMJ!.. 

OOK 1.1... by 

Galveston-Houston ‘ KGUL....... 337, 920 |... 


480 |... 
Kansas City x poerpil 70,490 | 1,075 


STII siti con indhcinhchsimmentepitiindiaiaatenngchhenmeniianaae | 


A 
Milwaukee eepedieialnans , | WCAN! 
| WOKY! 
WTMJ 
Minneapolis-St. Paul. -- - _.| KSTP 
| WCCO 
WTCN 
Norfolk . | WTAR 
| WTOV 
WVEC 
Philadelphia diemnewisdeanbia WCAU. 
W FIL 
WPTZ eet ided : 
Phoenix. -_-_- we Site ean KOY_.. 96, 390 
KPHO ; a 
| KTYL if 
Pittsburgh-- jain canis iaal ravens | WERE D . cmednal 893, 040 
WENS! : 72, 540 
WKJF! adic 
Portland, Maine sstitabsietiieiarcalaill CARI: kccsnae 88, 080 
WPMT !... 32, 880 
WGAN... 88, 080 
St. Louis_- Slidhiete im | KSD on 562, 090 | 
KSTM 1.. 175, 930 
WTVI! . } 
San Francisco o —_—— 888, 330 | 
KPIX | 
KRON... ideal 
York-Lancaster . ....| WGAL , 279, 630 |_- 
WNOW 1... 69, 930 |.. 
WSBA !... ae a 

















STATION MARKETS 





Chicago.... biol We onas 1, 835, 270 


Den ver. pail CBTV.. ‘ 210, 313 


Los Angeles.... TABC.. | 1,730, 960 
1, 600 


New York : 4, 207, 260 | 

WABD 3, 200 
WCBS... 
WNBT cae 
Oklahoma City- KMPT 1_. 47, 730 250 

KTVQ1__. wt 
KWTV 221, 990 | 
WKY... 

















See footnotes at end of table. 
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Top 100 markets—Class A 1-hour rate—Continued 


4-STATION MARKETS—Continved 


Ni 
Affiliation SRDS May 1954 

r'V homes ; : — 

DUM NBC 


1-Wilkes Barr« 
$100 


ExuisiT II 

National advertising crpenditures 
REPORTED 
{In millions] 


Sl- | Mis- 
Maga- Direct Busi | Out- Mis 
zines mail | ness | door } cella- 
2 | Papers | neous 
| | 


$84.3 | $136.3 $281.6 | $51.0] $23 3] $130.4 
108. 1 162 319.0 (0.5 | 28.5 | 154. 1 
129 192. 5 3332} 70.0| 32.9] 171.9 
136.6 | 168 323 7 60.5] 31.9] 159 
149 180 } 333. 3 | ARR | 32. 6 168. 5 
174 197.7 | 760) 33.5] 184 
201.7 | 213 6 352.6 |} 88.§ 36.9 | | 200. 4 
217. ! 198 $26 gs 30.8 194 
258. ; 274.9 | : 5 142 29.6 242.7 
321.5 | 3236] 326; 176. 7 38 285 
343 364.5 | 290.2 | 204 50. § 

339. ¢ 426. 5 3 211. : 

356 492 57% 232. £ 78. § 

387. 2 512.7 i 250 RO. : 

383 492 5 | 55.6 248 &S 

394. ¢ 514 803 : 251 

406 5 923.7 | 292.1 

369. 5 615 , 024. : 365. 2 

379. § 663. 1 , 075. 6 398 


> te “I OO OO 





2 | 
3 
2 
3 
l 

5.1 
8 
3 
1 | 
4 


ESTIMATE 


_.| $4, 826.0 | $646.0 | $375.0 | $711.0 | $1, 115.0 | $425.0 | $124.0 $675 $765. 0 
5,135.0 | 675.0] 375.0 | 440.0 1, 150.0 450. 0 130. 0 800. 815.0 
| §,619.0 730. 0 400. 0 780. 0 1,200.0 | 470.0) 139.¢ 1,000. 0 900. 0 
| 5772.0] 745.0| 370.0] 800.0! 1,220.0 } 460.0} 142.0] 1,110.¢ 925.0 
| 6,045.0 | 770.0 375.0 825. 0 1, 245. 0 | 475.0 | 150.0 1,240.0 | 955.0 
| j 


Source: Du Mont TV Network, research department, June 4, 1954, 
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Exursit III 


TV and AM ownership in top 100 markets showing AM network affiliation 


Alabama 
Birmingham 
Mobile 


Arizona: 
Phoenix 


California 
Fresno 
San Diego 


San Francisco _- 
Tulare 
Colorado: Denver 
Connecticut 
New Britain 
New Haven 
Waterbury 
District of Columbia 
ington. 
Florida: 
Fort Lauderdale 


Wash- 


TV | 


WABT 
WALA... 
WKAB! 


KTYL.... 
KOY-_. 


KMJ1__ 
KFMB..- 


| KFSD 


as ou 
KCOK t__ 
KFEL......| 


WKNB!.. 
WNHC.___. 
WATR 1____| 
WMAL... 7 


WFTL !... 


‘| WITV 1... 


Jacksonville _. 


St. Petersburg 
Tilinois 

Chicago __ 

Peoria 


Rock Island __.- 
Indiana 
Fort Wayne 


South Bend_- 
Iowa 
Ames. 


Daven port- 
Kentucky 
Louisville 


Louisiana: New Orleans 


Maine: Portland 

Maryland: Baltimore 

Massachusetts 
Boston 
Springfield 


Michigan: 
Detroit. -- 
Flint 
Lansing 


Saginaw 


Minnesota 
Minneapolis 


St. Paul 
Missouri 
Kansas City 


St. Louis 
Nebraska: Omaha 


New Newark-New 
York 


Jerse y 


WIEP !.... 


| WMBR1__ 


WSBT t___.| 
ania 


woc. 


WTAO! 
WHYN!...) 
WWLP1_. 


wwi 
WTAC! 


WILS1..... 
WJIM 
WKNX!._._| 


WTCN 
KSTP 


KCMO 
WDAF 
WHB 
KSD 
KSTM ! 
KMTV 
WATY 


See footnotes at end of table. 


AM radio 


KFMB.____- 


KFSD_. 
KSFO_. 
KCOK 


KFEL_... 


WKNB 


WNHC... 


WATR 


WMAL_____| 


WFTL 
WBRD 
WJHP 


WMBR.... 
WSUN.....| 


WGN 


WEEK__- 


WTVH 


WHBF.___ || 
WKEJG..... 


WSBT 
Worl 


woc. 


WDsU 


WJMB...._| 


WCSH 


WBAL... 
WTAO.. 


WHYN 


WSPR 


ww 
| WTAC 


WILS 
WJIM 


WENZX... 


WTCN 


| KSTP 


KCMO 
WDAF 
WHB 
KSD 
KSTL 


| KMA 


WAAT 


| Not 


Network 
affiliation 


| 


Licensee 


TV Corp., Alabama. 
Pape Broadcasting Co. 


ro | Pursley Broadcasting Co. 


com- 
mercial. 


Harkins Broadcasting Co. 


Koy Broadcasting Co. 


McClatchy Broadcasting Co 


| Wrather-Alvarez Broadcasting 


0. 

Airfan Radio Corp. 

K PIX, Ine. 

Sheldon Anderson. 

Eugene O'Fallon, Inc. (now 
KIMN). 


New Britain Broadcasting Co. 

Elm City Broadcasting Corp 

WATR, Inc. 

Evening Star Broadcasting 
Co. 


Tri-County Broadcasting Co 
Gerico Investment Co 
Jack, Journal Co. 


| Washington Post Co. 
..| City of St. Petersburg. 


| WGN, Inc. 


West Central Broadcasting Co. 


Hilltop Broadcasting Co. 
_.| Rock Island Broadcasting Co. 


North Eastern Indiana Broad- 
casting Co. 


| South Bend Tribune. 


Iowa State College, A. & M. 


| Central Broadcasting Co. 


WAVE, Inc. 

WHAS, Inc. 

Mid-America Broadcasting Co 
WDSU Broadcasting Co. 


f Supreme Broadcasting Co. 


Congress Square Hotel Co. 
Hearst Corp 


Middlesex Broadcasting Co 


Hanysden-Hampshire Corp 
Springfield TV Broadcasting 
Co. 


| Evening News Association. 


Trendle-Campbell Broadcast- 
ing Co. 


| Lansing Broadcasting Co. 


WJIM, Ind. 
Lake Huron 
Corp. 


Broadcasting 


Minnesota TV P. 8S. Corp 


KSTP, Inc, 


| KCMO Broadcasting Co. 


Kansas City Star Co. 

WHB Broadcasting Co. 
Pulitzer Publishing Co 
Broadcast House, Inc. 
May Broadcasting Co 
Bremer Broadcasting Corp 





Nort 


Ohio 


Oklal 
Orege 


Penn 


Rhoc 
Sout! 
Tent 

I 


» 


Texa 
] 
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rV and AM ownership in top 100 markets showing AM network affliation—Con. 


Was 


v 


TV AM radio | Network 


affiliation 


x York 
Ibany ( | WROW.. 


Binghamtor WNBF 
Buffalo /BEN WBEN 
Rochester WHAM 
Schenectady | | WGY 

Syracuse f . WSYR 


rth Carolina: Charlotte F WAYS 
TV | WBT 


Akron yAKR! WAKR 
Cincinnati W WKRO 
WL | WLW 
Columbus_ . .-- |W iii WBNS 
Dayton yIFE! wowo 
Youngstown - .---. WFMJ WFMJ 
WEKBN! WEKBN 


Oklahoma: Oklahoma City WKY WKY 


regon: Portland ---- KOIN KOIN 


nnsylvania 
Harrisburg... -- War 4. tll! eee 
Johnstown WARD !. WARD 
WIJAC | WJAC. 
Philadelphia , | WCAU | WCAT 
WFIL WFIL 
Reading.._. | WEEV! WEEV 
Scranton ge int WARM! WARM 
WGBI!__...| WGBI 
Wilkes-Barre | WBRE1!.. WBRE 
WILK !_....| WILK.~ 
WNOW! WNOW 


WSBA !.. WSBA... 

ie Island: Providence WJAR.. WIJAR.. 

ith Carolina: Charleston WCSC......| WCSC... 
nessee: 


Memphis. ..___- | WHBQ | WHBQ 
Nashville WSIX..._.-| WSIX 
WSM.... WSM.. 


Dallas - . - wid | KRLD-_....| KRLD 

WFAA WFAA 

El Paso KROD KROD 

Fort Worth ; WBAP WBAP 
Houston - KNUZ! KNUZ. .-. 
| KPRC... KPRC.... 

San Antonio WOAI WOAI 

Salt Lake City KDYL KDYL 


| KSL KSL 

ginia } 

Norfolk. WVEC1.___| WVEC 
WTAR WTAR 
WTOV1.._.| WLOW 


Richmond P WTVR WMBG 

hington 

Seattle KING KING 
KOMO. KOMO... 

Spokane KHQ KHQ 
KXLY KXLY 

Tacoma.. ‘ KTNT KTNT.. 

t Virginia: 

Charleston WKNA! WKNA... 

Huntington. i WSAZ ; WSAZ 

Wheeling... . ‘ WTRF.....| WTRF 

consin 

Madison WkKOwW ! WKOW... 

Milwaukee WCAN! WCAN! 
WOKY! WOKY 
WTMJ.. WTMJ.. 


HF stations 


urce: Du Mont TV Network Research Department, June 17, 1954 


Licensee 


Hudson Valley Broadcasting 
Co 

Clark Associates. 

WBEN, Ine 

Stromberg-Carlson. 

General Electric Co. 

Central New York Broadcast- 
ing Co 

Inter-City Advertising Co 

Jefferson Standard Broadcast- 
ing Co 


Summit Radio 
Radio Cincinnati. 
Crosley Boradcasting Co 


| Dispatch Printing. 
| Skyland Broadcasting Co. 


Vindicator Printing Co. 


| WKBN Broadcasting Corp. 


WKY Radiophone. 
Mount Hood Radio & Tele- 
vision Broadcasting Co. 


WHP, Inc. 
Rivoli Realty Co. 


| WJAC, Ine. 
| WCAU, Ine 


Triangle Publications. 


| Hawley Broadcasting Co. 


Union Broadcasting Co. 
Scranton Broadcasters, Inc. 


| Louis G. Baltimore. 


Wyo. Valley Broadeasting Co. 


| Broadcast Division, Helm Coal 


Co 
Susquehanna Broadcasting Co. 


| Outlet Co 


WCSC, Inc 


| Harding College 
| WSIX Broadcasting Co. 
| WSM, Inc. 


| KRLD Radio Corp. 


A. H. Belo Corp. 

Roderick Broadcasting Co. 

Carter Publishing, Inc. 

KNUZ TV Co 

Houston Post Co. 

Southland Industries. 

Intermountain Broadcasting 
& Television Corp. 


| Radio Service Corp. of Utah, 


Peninsula Broadcasting Co. 

W TAR Radio Corp. 

Commonwealth Broadcasting 
Co, 


Martin & Havens, Inc. 


KING Broadcasting Co 
Fisher’s Blend Station, Inc 
KHQ, Ine 


| Symons Broadcasting Co. 


Tribune Publishing Co. 


Joe L. Smith. 
WSAZ, Inc. 
Tri City Broadcasting Co 


Monona Broadcasting Co 
Midwest Broadcasting Co 
Bartell Broadcasting Co 
Journal Co 
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Area 


New York, N. Y 
Chicego, Il 
Detroit 

Los Angeles 

S°n Fr-necisco 
Phoenix 

Indi>n- polis 
Grond Repids_._. 
New York... 


Chie*go.. 
Los Angeles 
Washington, 
Minne polis 
Deyton 

Atl nti. 
Steubenville 
Rochester, N. 
Boston 


Los Angeles 
New York 
Erie, Pa 


Denver... 


Omaha 
Phoenix 
New York 
Chie-go 
Clevel-nd 
Weshington 
Cincinnti 
Memphis 
Lene ster 
Wilmington 
Betlehem-E 
Detroit 

Atl *nta 
Tok lo 
Birminghom 
Son Antonio 
Boston 


Philadelphia 


1 UHF stxtion. 


| KLZ 


Group ownership- 


TV 


WABC 


WRKB 
WXYZ 
K¥FCA 
KGO 
KOOL 
WFRM 
WwooD 
WCBS 


| WRRM 


KNXT 
WTOP (45 
nereent 


| weco (47 


nercent). 


| WHIO 
WSR 


WSTV 
WHEC 


|} WNAC 


| KAJ 


WOR 
WICU 


(20.3 
percent). 


wow... 
| KPHO 
| WNBT.._. 
| WNBQ. 
| WNBK 
| WNBW 
| WCPO 


WMCT 
WGAL 
WDEL 
WLEV 
WIBK 
WAGA 
WSPD 
WBRC. 
KEYL 
WBZ 


WPTZ 





AM 


WABC 


WYNR 
WXYZ 
K¥CA 
KSO 
KOOL 
WFRM 


| WOOD 
| WCBS 


WRRM 


| KNXT 
WTOP (45 


nereent) 


nercent). 
WHIO 
WSR 


| WwsTy 


WHEC 
WNAC. 
KHI 
WOR 


|} WIKK 


KLZ.... 


wow 
KPHO 


| WNBC 


WMAQ 
WTAM 


| WRC 


WCPO 
WMC 
WGAL 


| WDEL.. 
| WEST 
| WIBK 


WAGA 
WSPD 
WBRC. 


KGBS 


| WBZ 


KYW. 


TV and AM 
A ffili-tion 


1 ABC 


ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
CRS 
CRS... 
| NBC 
CBS 


CBS 
CRS 
CBS 


| WCCO (47 


Source: Du Mont TV Network Research Department, June 17, 1954 








Columbia 


| Gener 1 


| Edword 
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Group name 


Americ n 
stations. 


Broadcasting Co, 


Gene Autry st*tions, 


| H. M. Bitner stations. 


Broadcasting Co, 
stations. 


| James M. Cox stations. 


Friendly group. 

Gannett Newsp>per st*tion. 
Teler-dio (General 
Tire & Rubber Co.) 


Lamb Enterprises, 


Inc 
J. Elroy McCaw stations. 
Meredith Publishing Co. 


NBC stations. 


Scripps-Howard group. 


Steinman stations. 


Storer Broadcasting Co. 


| Westinghouse Broadcasting 


Co. 
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Exuisir IV 


Markets with equal TV facilities in descending number of TV homes 


Class A 1-hour rate 


Homes 


0 . Du 
ABC ' Mont 


ew York... a , 207, 260 $4, 250 
nicago = fi , 835, 270 | 2. 200 
os Angeles_-. | 730, 960 


$3, 200 
2, 000 


non 


Philadelphia... ‘ J , 625, 820 
Detroit 


200 
700 
, 500 
300 
200 


, 200 | 
, 700 
, 500 
, 300 
, 200 


‘ , 286, 820 
Cleveland 031, 400 
Francisco. -. R88, 330 
iltimore... ws ‘ s 676, 340 


at bt et ee 


vidence ‘ 627, 170 | 
Washington 540, 320 950 
Minneapolis-St Paul_-- 456, 900 950 
teubenville-W heeling.... 435 ™ isi 
cinnati_.... i : if 200 6 | , 200 
Indianapolis 
Atlanta 


950 
950 


} 
| 
000 > | , 600 
i 
| 
| 
| 
i 
' 
| 
| 





Or 
(20 


Columbus, Ohio-.-- ; 382, 660 3 800 | 

Fort Worth... x 376, 500 | | 

dallas 4 376, 500 | 
nsas City...._- js | 370, 490 | 
vton ‘ , * 360, 750 

Grand Rapids ke 345, 800 | 

yracuse.... aa adil 342, 660 





075 


Tacoma 


Huntington-Ashland__ 

Toledo 
Binghamton 
Rochester 

venport-Rock Island-Moline 

rmingham. ... mal 
Memphis 

eensboro.. 

Diego. 
ina 
Denver.. 

Antonio 
shville 
hmond 
tica-Rome. 
Imington. 








nton- Wilkes-Barre 1. 
ding ! 35, 000 
t Lake City. Z ‘ 31, 190 
gstown ! 7, 830 
ngfield-Holyoke ! 2, 090 
w Britain-Hartford !___. », 46 
risburg, Pa.'... A, 250 
ia! : , 660 
no-Tulare ! 07,740 
th Bend ! , 920 
ix 06, 390 
Petersburg-Tampa ! 74, 720 
ne , 050 
, 640 
, 750 
( 2, O70 
t Wayne , 210 
veport ‘ ‘ 31, 760 


UHF station. 
Nore.—No rate is shown in 1- and 2-station markets for the Du Mont and ABC networks. The CBS 
r NBC rates would apply in these markets when station time is available to Du Mont and ABC, 


irce: Du Mont TV network research department, June 17, 1954. 
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New York City 17. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear SENATOR PorTEeR: The subject of subscription uses of television, as a 
new approach to solution of the economic problems of TV stations, especially in 
smaller communities, has come up during the hearings of your subcommittee on 
UHF and related matters. 

However, since the many ramifications of this new potentiality were discussed 
only briefly in the hearing, may I respectfully request that the attached article 
from the July 1954 issue of the Reader’s Digest (entitled “Television: The Best 
Is Yet to Come”) be entered in the record of the subcommittee hearings. It 
summarizes many of the most salient aspects of this emerging potentiality of 
subscription use of television. 

Respectfully yours, 
Mitiarp C. Fauear. 


[Reader’s Digest, July 1954] 


TELEVISION: THE Best Is Yer To Come 


Condensed from The American Mercury, by Millard C. Faught. 


At the flick of a TV dial some 100 million Americans now can get free seats at 
a major-league baseball game or a star-studded variety show. But TV’s magic 
screen has one vital part missing. It has no direct source of income. 

A single program may cost $100,000 per hour. So far the advertising sponsor 
or TV station has picked up these prodigious bills. But because of TV costs, few 
advertisers can afford it. (About half of TV’s total income comes from less 
than a score of national advertisers.) Color TV will spiral costs even higher. 

Further, as long as the programs are paid for by the advertiser, who can spon- 
sor only the programs the most people will watch, the individual viewer has little 
control over what programs will be on TV. He can merely accept or reject what 
is offered. ’ 

The answer to this unique headache may soon be subscription, or pay-as-you- 
see television: you'll pay for some of the new programs you want by means of a 
gadget on your set. The gadget itself is already perfected. With it, in addition 
to the programs you now see, you will be able to view first-run movies, Broadway 
shows, championship prizefights, public-service programs—features that are now 
too specialized or too costly for commercial sponsors or that are banned from 
TV by producers. 

As things now stand, the home viewer is in danger of losing some of the pro- 
grams he prizes most. Theater television has already removed many of the 
big prizefights, and again this fall only one major college football game will be 
shown each Saturday. Even the world series may disappear from home televi- 
sion when the present contract for commercial TV sponsorship expires next year. 

The trouble is that with its Zoomar lens the TV camera can improve even 
on a 50-yard-line seat; its long-distance closeups can watch every play of 4 
ball game as closely as an umpire; it can almost ride the derby with the win- 
ning jockey. All of this is fine for the fans, but it keeps too many of them at 
home. Said a big-league baseball owner, “The trouble with television is that we 
have to give away our ball game to sell the sponsor’s beer.” 

The National Collegiate Athletic Association concedes that restricting the 
number of football games televised is an unhappy solution to the problem of 
diminishing gate receipts. But until TV gets it own box office to substitute for 
the stadium turnstiles the colleges cannot let the public see all big games free. 
When TV does get its own ticket taker, however, its box-office prices may be as 
low as one-tenth of stadium admissions. If 25 cents could be collected from every 
home set tuned in to a championship fight, the return would make the million- 
dollar gate look small. Apply the same principle to a Broadway show: if all 
of us who now have sets paid only the price of a bus ride to and from a theater 
as our admission fee to South Pacific on TV, the total revenue would far exceed 
all that this great musical show grossed in 5 years on Broadway. And millions 
of people would still want to see the play itself. 

At least three companies have demonstrated devices which will provide the 
home TY set with its own cash register. One of these, the Zenith Radio Corp.. 
has had a request pending for some time before the Federal Communications 
Commission to authorize such an added service. Recently a group of telecasting 
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stations similarly petitioned the Commission. The FCC's decision is hoped for 
this year. 

Use of a subscription-TV set would be simple. The viewer-customer would 
do one of three things: He would drop coins into a decoder in his set in order to 
unscramble the program he wishes to see (nonpaying viewers would see only a 
jumbled-up signal). Or he would insert a purchased card into a slot to effect the 
unscrambling. Or he would order the program by dialing his telephone. (The 
decoding information would be fed to his TV via his telephone without interfer- 
ing with the regular phone service. ) 

Instead of the approximately 380 stations now supported by advertising, we 
could have 1,000 stations operating on the added revenue from subscription pro- 
zrams. Hundreds of smaller cities and towns would have a better chance to 
possess stations. 

The FCC has set aside 250 of its allocations for educational television stations, 
acceding to the almost unanimous recognition that TV could be the greatest edu- 
cational advance since the invention of printing. But after 2 years, less than 
half a dozen educational stations are on the air. The stumbling block, again, 
is economics. 

If an educational station could collect tuition via subscription TV for a few 
outstanding programs, it would have the funds to operate many more hours per 
week on a free public-service basis. Thus could televisions open, for every set 
owner, the storehouses of knowledge that now serve only those who can go to a 
library, museum, campus, or other cultural center. 

Would there be less opportunity to see sponsored programs without charge? 
No. With more stations there will be more sponsored programs. And since the 
average viewer would probably buy only 1 paid show for every 10 sponsored 
shows watched, the advertisers would have access to the bigger audience. 

With subscription income to defray part of operating costs, advertising rates 
on TV might well be lowered to permit more sponsors to use it. At least the 
competition from the paid shows might induce the advertisers to offer better 
shows of their own. Competition is the greatest stimulant we have to the im- 
provement of service, and it should do wonders to improve TV programing. 

Veteran movie producer Samuel Goldwyn has repeatedly forecast that when 
['V gets a home box office it will be an ally of movies rather than the rival it 
now is. There is evidence back him up. Limited tests of subscription TV, using 
quality movies, suggest that this new way of exhibiting films could at least 
treble the market for the movies. (On any given night there are more people 
who are ill, too old, too remote or who can’t get a baby-sitter, but would like to 
see a movie, than there are customers for the movie theaters. ) 

A new film like Gone with the Wind released on TV would command a fabu- 
lous audience. If it were released at $1 per family, and even if only one-third 
of all set owners decided to pay to see it, in 2 hours the program would gross $10 
million. 

If television today has feet of clay it is simply because it has no economic life- 
blood of its own and must continually be sustained by financial transfusions 
from other businesses. But in a society such as ours, in which a free choice 
by people is essential, TV should be allowed to serve the public interest in more 
ind better ways than as an adjunct to advertising. 


STATEMENT WitTH Respect To 8S. 3095, Brit To ReavuLatTe MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP 
oF TELEVISION Broapcast STATIONS, INTRODUCED BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF 
CoLORADO 


Joint views presented on behalf of Mrs. Hugh McClung, of the McClung Broad- 
easting Stations, which include station KHSL-TYV, Chico, Calif.; Frank C. 
Carman, on behalf of Utah Broadcasting & Television Corp., permittee of 
station KUTV, Salt Lake City, Utah; Donald A. Norman, on behalf of Tele- 
vision East Bay, doing business as Television California, applicant for a 
new station in the San Francisco-Oakland area 


I. With specific reference to McClung Broadcasting Stations, it should be 
noted that “Chico is one of the smallest cities in the United States having a 
television station. The decision to establish a television station in Chico could 
not be justified on economic grounds alone, but we proceeded nevertheless be- 
cause of our consistant policy of endeavoring to render the best in public service.” 
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II. With specific reference to Utah Broadcasting & Television Corp., it should 
be noted that “We are presently building a television station to serve the Salt 
Lake City area. We face gompetition with at least two other Salt Lake City 
stations, and from stations in surrounding communities, which also may serve 
substantially the same area. We have planned the coverage to be most exten- 
sive, so that people living in distant areas will receive diversified program 
service. 

III. With specific reference to Television East Bay, doing business as Televi- 
sion California, it should be noted that “Television California is a pioneer appli- 
cant and a pioneer television experimental operator. Its application was initially 
filed on May 5, 1948. It actually broadcast the first television program.in San 
Francisco on May 25, 1948, over the facilities of W6XJD, which Television Cali- 
fornia owned and operated. This experimental station was operated’ for a 
period of 54 years and the equipment finally was donated to the University of 
California along with a cash endowment to operate the equipment for scientific 
purposes.” 


IV. JOINT VIEWS 


We believe that the Sixth Report and Order of the Federal Communications 
in the matter of amendment of sections 3.606, etc., of the Commission’s rules 
and regulations should not be disturbed by the congressional committee, but 
should be left for further consideration and action by the arm of Congress, 
namely the Federal Communications Commission. We believe that the Sixth 
Report and Order in itself is a workmanlike document but, like all regulatory 
orders, it must be reassessed from time to time in the light of progress and in 
the light of dynamic changes in civilization. The problem of “inter-mixture” 
of UHF and VHF is not critieal in any of our operations. Nevertheless, we 
believe that a nationwide competitive television broadcasting system is essen- 
tial, and if adequate spectrum space is not available in one or the other of the 
television bands, intermixture is essential. The solution of this problem re- 
quires the highest degree of expertise, and here again we recommend that the 
solution of the problem be left to the discretion of the Federal Communications 
Commission, as an arm of Congress. 

The citizens of the United States have a very large investment in VHF re- 
ceivers and related equipment, and this investment should not be destroyed 
by eliminating the VHF television broadcasting stations. 

If any policy change with respect to coverage is recommended by Congress, 
such recommendations should be in the direction of increasing service areas 
instead of reducing service areas. This is obvious from the plain scientific con- 
sideration, namely, that the rural dwellers and the suburban dwellers should be 
afforded adequate television service and such service cannot be delivered unless 
the transmitting stations are permitted to emit an adequate signal. 

There is no good scientific reason why the Commission and Congress should 
not demand and require that “blind spots” in VHF and UHF coverage be 
removed through booster or satellite operation. There is no good regulatory 
or scientific reason why television broadcasting stations should not be per- 
mitted, through intercity relay circuits or otherwise, to pick up adequate pro- 
gram material. Restrictions on such proposals are indefensible. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. HUGH M’CLUNG, PRESIDENT OF THE M’CLUNG BROADCASTING 
STATIONS, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF, 


I am Mrs. Hugh McClung and I am appearing on behalf of the McClung Broad- 
casting Stations which include station KHSL-TY, Chico, Calif. 

Chico is one of the smallest cities in the United States having a television 
station. The decision to establish a television station in Chico could not be 
justified on economic grounds alone, but we proceeded nevertheless because of our 
consistent policy of endeavoring to render the best in public service. 

The members of the subcommittee are quite familiar with the famous Sixth 
Report and Order of the Federal Communications Commission in the matter 
of the amendment of section 3,606 et cetera of the Commission’s rules and 
regulations. We helieve that the Sixth Report and Order, which was based upon 
hearings extending over mony months and upon several years of earnest con 
sideration by the Commission, is a sound document even in the posture of present 
day conditions. One of the most significant findings of that report is that which 
declares that the utilization of the UHF spectrum is essential to a nationwid« 
competitive television broadcasting system. 
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We see no technical method of eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF tn 
the same market where there isn’t sufficient spectrum space in the VHF band 
of frequencies. On the other hand we believe that there is sociological and 
economic necessity for such intermixture, because of the very necessity of estab- 
lishing a nationwide, competitive television broadcasting system. 

We are opposed to any plan which would eliminate all the VHF channels 
and permit television broadcasting only in the UHF spectrum. Wholly aside 
from the fact that pioneers who really established television in the United States 
should not be at this late date faced with an extreme penalty, it is obvious that 
the tremendous investment of the citizens of the United States in all manner of 
VHF equipment should not be destroyed. There is simply no good reason to 
support such a lethal proposal. 

There has been some suggestion that the service areas of VHF and UHF 
stations should be reduced for the purpose of permitting the establishment of a 
larger number of stations. We believe that the Commission in its Sixth Report 
and Order provided for minimum service areas, and the implementation of this 
suggestion would only mean that rural dwellers in the “fringe areas” of tele- 
vision reception would be further penalized. 

In view of the necessity for an adequate national competitive television broad- 
casting service, it is obvious that every assistance should be made available to 
those who have the courage and the pioneering spirit to render television service 
in the UHF spectrum. As I understand it, one of the problems in connection 
with UHF coverage is the penetration of blank spots. I am advised that booster 
or satellite stations will be helpful in this connection, and therefore the Com- 
mission should, in proper instances, authorize such necessary auxiliary facilities. 

The Commission might well relax its policy with respect to authorizing micro 
wave relay links between the station transmitter and a program source, such 
as a network interconnection point. 

The Congress might still afford some relief in the form of elimination of the 
10 percent excise tax on the UHF receiving sets and components. 

The Federal Communications Commission in its proposed rulemaking of 
December 23, 1953, in effect recommends that any party may own, in addition 
to 5 VHF stations, 2 UHF. This is a step in the right direction as something 
of a premium is afforded to the UHF stations in that, those who desire to expand, 
have a greater opportunity in the UHF spectrum. 

The Federal Communications Commission might well take another look at 
its procedural rules with the thought that UHF permittees or licensees will be 
permitted to apply for modification of their permits or licenses to change to a 
VHF channel, if such a channel should become available. 

I can well understand the emotions of many UHF operators throuchout the 
United States in the light of my own misgivings when we appropriated great 
sums of our company’s assets to establish a television station in Chico, when the 
set circulation was entirely negative and we had no real assurance of financial 
return, We undertook this risk in a spirit of American free enterprise. Some- 
times these ventures succeed and sometimes they fail. I believe it is extremely 
difficult to arrive at a program of subsidy without doing some violence to the 
fabric of our free competitive system. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD A. NORMAN OF TELEVISION EAST BAY DOING BUSINESS AS 
TELEVISION CALIFORNIA 


I am Donald A. Norman and I am appearing on behalf of Television East Bay 
doing business as Television California, an applicant to establish a new station 
in the San Francisco-Oakland area. I am executive vice president of the 
applicant corporation. 

Television California is a pioneer applicant and a pioneer television experi- 
mental operator. Its application was initially filed on May 5, 1948. Jt actually 
broadcast the first television program in San Francisco on May 25, 1948, over the 
facilities of W6XJD, which Television California owned and operated. This 
experimental station was operated for a period of 5% years and the equipment 
finally was donated to the University of California along with a cash endowment 
to operate the equipment for scientific purposes. 

We have prosecuted our application most diligently every inch of the way 
We expended large sums of money on the initial hearines, and we were expecting 
Commission action the very period of time the last “freeze” was ordered. We 
sincerely hone there will be no “freeze” at this time—just as we are prepared 
to proceed again. 
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The members of the subcommittee are quite familiar with the famous sixth 
report and order of the Federal Communications Commission in the matter of 
the amendment of section 3.606, etc., of the Commission’s rules and regulations. 
We believe that the sixth report and order, which was based upon hearings ex- 
tending over many months and upon several years of earnest consideration by 
the Commission, is a sound document even in the posture of present-day condi- 
tions. One of the most significant findings of that report is that which declares 
that the utilization of the UHF spectrum is essential to a nationwide competitive 
television broadcasting system. 

Although we have no problem along this line in San Francisco-Oakland, we see 
no technical method of eliminating intermixture of UHF and VHF in the same 
market where there isn’t sufficient spectrum space in the VHF band of fre- 
quencies. On the other hand, we believe that there is sociological and economic 
necessity for such intermixture, because of the very necessity of establishing a 
nationwide, competitive television broadcasting system. 

We are opposed to any plan which would eliminate all the VHF channels and 
permit television broadcasting only in the UHF spectrum. Wholly aside from 
the fact that pioneers who really established television in the United States 
should not be at this late date faced with an extreme penalty, it is obvious that 
the tremendous investment of the citizens of the United States in all manner of 
VHF equipment should not be destroyed. There is simply no good reason to 
support such a lethal proposal. 

Having once been the victim of a “freeze,” we hope that no such hysterical and 
unnecessary measure will be again forced upon those citizens who desire, at their 
own risk, to establish television service for the public of the United States. 

There has been some suggeStion that the service areas of VHF and UHF sta- 
tions should be reduced for the purpose of permitting the establishment of a 
larger number of stations. We believe that the Commission in its sixth report 
and order provided for minimum service areas, and the implementation of this 
suggestion would only mean that rural dwellers in the “fringe areas” of tele- 
vision reception would be further penalized. 

In view of the necessity for an adequate national competitive television broad- 
casting service, it is obvious that every assistance should be made available to 
those who have the courage and the pioneering spirit to render television service 
in the UHF spectrum. As I understand it, one of the problems in connection 
with UHF coverage is the penetration of blank spots. I am advised that booster 
or satellite stations will be helpful in this connection, and, therefore, the Com- 
mission should, in proper instances, authorize such necessary auxiliary facilities. 

The Commission might well relax its policy with respect to authorizing micro- 
wave relay links between the station transmitter and a program source, such 
as a network interconnection point. 

The Congress might still afford some relief in the form of elimination of the 
10 percent excise tax on the UHF receiving sets and components. 

The Federal Communications Commission in its proposed rulemaking of 
December 23, 1953, in effect recommends that any party may own, in addition 
to 5 VHF stations, 2 UHF stations. This is a step in the right direction as some- 
thing of a premium is afforded to the UHF stations in that those who desire 
to expand, have a greater opportunity in the UHF spectrum. 

The Federal Communications Commission might well take another look at its 
procedural rules with the thought that UHF permittees or licensees will be per- 
mitted to apply for modification of permits or licenses to change to a VHF chan- 
nel if such a channel should become available. 

I can well understand the emotions of many UHF operators throughout the 
United States in the light of our own misgivings when we appropriated great 
sums of our company’s assets to etsablish a television station in the bay area, 
which after 7 years is still a speculative enterprise. We undertook this risk in 
a spirit of American free enterprise. Sometimes it is extremely difficult to arrive 
at a program of subsidy without doing some violence to the fabric of our free 


competitive system. 
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WRTYV, CHANNEL 58, 
WALTER READE THEATERS, INC., 
New York, N. Y., May 18, 1954. 
Rosert C. HENDRICKSON, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HENDRICKSON: I noted in the newspapers earlier this week that 

nator Bridges of New Hampshire had asked the Federal Communications Com- 

ssion to comment on a suggestion that television set manufacturers install a 

mbination VHF-UHF tuner in every color television set they make. He made 
this suggestion in a letter to the FCC Chairman, Mr. Hyde, 

A respectfully call this to your attention because the apparent reluctance or 

sitanecy on the part of television set manufacturers and distributors to furnish 

evision sets (with or without color) which have all-channel bands capable of 
eiving UHF as well as VHF stations, has been one of the major problems of 
iring listeners for WRTV. Not only do we, as well as virtually all other 

HF stations, have the problem of securing conversions of existing sets to receive 

r UHF signal, but the problem is being constantly compounded by the influx 
f new sets which also have to be converted. 

If manufacturers and distributors would send only all-channel sets into our 

ea as well as other UHF areas, this problem, within a relatively short time, 

uld disappear as listeners traded in old sets or bought new ones. 

May I respectfully request your consideration of supporting Senator Bridges’ 
nquiry as being vital to the future of UHF television. I would also point out 
that this will be one of the prime suggestions from UHF stations at the forth- 

ming hearings to be conducted by Senator Potter. 

Your efforts would be tremendously appreciated. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Watrter Reape, Jr., President. 


WEAW—AM-FM, 
Evanston, Iil., June 23, 1954. 

Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 

Senate Subcommittee on Communications, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PotrrerR: Several ill-advised witnesses before the Senate Sub- 
mmittee on Communications have persisted in proposing the FM band as a 
ely source for 2 or 8 additional VHF-TV channels. They have neglected to 
mention what disposition they suggest for the 663 operating FM stations. Of 
those 663 operating FM stations, 114 are noncommercial stations operated by 
educational institutions. This cure-all for TV presumably would, in the Chicago 

ea, casually eliminate 16 FM stations and substitute 1 additional TV channel 
nstead. 

It is difficult to understand how any intelligent person could make such a 
proposal, but if the Senate subcommittee plans to give serious consideration 

something of that sort, as an FM broadcaster, I would like to request an 
appearance before the committee. I don’t believe that any inquiry into TV’s 
es should be expanded to include the FM picture, but if you want appearances 
from several hundred FM broadcasters, I think they would be happy to appear. 

I would like to state in passing that those of us who stayed in FM long enough 
to make it profitable, did not go to the Senate to request alleviation of the prob- 
ems that were just as serious to the FM broadcasters as are the present diffi- 
culties of the UHF people. 

I get a little tired of hearing people voice the prediction that UHF will suffer 
“the same fate as FM.” In the first place, FM hasn’t suffered any fate. When 
yperated properly, it can be and is a profitable operation in the public interest. 

In comparing UHF to FM, one extremely important point of dissimilarity is 
never noted, that is, while UHF provides inferior coverage to VHF, FM provides 
astly superior coverage to over 80 percent of the AM signals on the air. 


13] 
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It is particularly ironic to read of EB. L. Jahncke, vice president of ABC, advo- 
cating the elimination of FM. For years the only full-time radio outlet ABC has 
had in Chicago, the Nation’s second market, has been WENR-FM. Many fine 
ABC prograuis have only been available on WENR-FM in Chicago. However, 
ABC never saw fit to publicize that fact or even operate that station beyond 
the minimum 6 hours per day required by the Commission. Is that operation 
in the public interest? 

If anybody wants to bring out all the dirty laundry with regard to several of 
the networks and FM, that in itself would make quite a hearing. 

I'M is here to stay and the sooner the powers that be stop trying to figure out 
how to avoid it and start promoting it and using it to support and even increase 
their radio rates, the better off everyone, including the public, will be. 

Yours truly, 
Epwarp A. WHEELER, President. 


J. H. WHITNEY & Co., 
New York 20, N. Y., June 22, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES FE. PorrTer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Potrer: It has come to our attention that J. H. Whitney & 
Co. were referred to in testimony given by Mr. J. Patrick Beacom of Fairmont, 
W. Va., on May 21 in the hearings on UHF problems which are being concluded 
today by the subcommittee. We obtained a copy of the statement delivered by 
Mr. Beacom and have written to him today a letter in which we seek to correct 
certain factual inaccuracies. A copy of our letter to Mr. Beacom is enclosed. 

I am sure that the subcommittee will want to have all of the facts on the 
questions raised by Mr. Beacom and we therefore request that the enclosed 
letter be made a part of the record of the hearings. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H, JAcKsoN, Managing Partner. 


J. H. WuHitney & Co., 
New York 20, N. Y., June 22, 1954. 
Mr. J. PATRIcK BEACOM, 
Station WJPB-TYV, Inc., Fairmont, W. Va. 

Dear Mr. BeacoM: One of the members of the press who attended the hear- 
ings before the Subcommittee on Communications of the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee in Washington on May 21, 1954, gave us one 
of the mimeographed copies of the statement you delivered to the subcommittee 
on that day. Our reading of it indicates certain factual inaccuracies which we 
wish to invite to your attention in the interest of keeping the record straight. 

You testified in part as follows: 

“Now the situation becomes complicated, because the Jock Whitney interests of 
New York, through their Jerrold Electronics Corp., in Philadelphia, have come 
into West Virginia and under the name of the Fairmont Television Cable Corp., 
in Fairmont and the Clarksburg Television Cable Corp. in Clarksburg, have built 
a network offering closed circuit television service to these communities with 
programs from Wheeling, Pittsburgh and Johnstown stations.” 

Jerrold Electronics Corp., is a manufacturing company in Philadelphia 
founded and headed by Milton J. Shapp. Mr. Shapp is a stockholder in the 
Fairmont and Clarksburg companies. Among other things, Jerrold Electronics 
Corp. engineers, manufactures and services community television antenna equip- 
ment. It has sold to the Fairmont and Clarksburg corporations the equipment in 
use in those two communities and renders certain engineering services in con- 
nection with maintaining the equipment in proper working order. J. H. Whitney 
& Co. has no financial or other interest in Jerrold Electronics Corp. While J. H. 
Whitney & Co. is an investor in both the Fairmont and Clarksburg corporations, 
there are also other investors. In Fairmont there are very substantial local 
investors of the highest standing in the community, as I am sure you are aware. 

We cannot agree with your statement concerning the adding of station WJPB- 
TV to the Fairmont television cable system and its subsequent removal from 
the system. The essential facts are as follows: 

(1) On March 26, 1954, the Fairmont company ran a full-page advertisement 
earrying the banner headline “The Fairmont Television Cable Corp. Wel- 
comes Fairmont’s Own TV Station WJPB-TV and Will Carry WJPB-TV Pro- 
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” 


grams on the TV Cable. 
statement: 

“In order to provide the widest possible choice of TV programing to our sub- 
scribers and to enable them to receive the signal of our new local Fairmont sta- 
tion without the expense of UHF set conversion or antenna installation, the Fair- 
mont Television Cable Corp. will carry WJPB—TYV’s programs during the station's 
broadcast hours. 

“In order to do this, the Fairmont station will be substituted for Pittsburgh 
WDTYV, from 4 p. m. daily (WJPB-TV’s sign-on time) until midnight. Since 
many of the evening network programs to be carried on W.JPB-TV will duplicate 
those of the Pittsburgh station, subscribers will gain local programing without 
loss of these Pittsburgh programs. The Pittsburgh station will continue to be 
carried from 7 a. m. to 4 p. m. daily. This plan will continue as long as the 
majority of our subscribers wish it.” 

(2) Immediately upon the publication of this announcement the Fairmont Tele- 
vision Cable Corp. began receiving telephone calls and visits to its office by 
its subscribers protesting the adding of WJPB-—TV to the cable system in place of 
WDTV Pittsburgh. Tabulations of these protests show the following totals: 

I a a a a 3 
Mar. 27 ; 1 
Mar. 28 a 
Mar, 29 ; 22° 
Mar. 30 323 


Immediately under this headline was the following 


Total _ 1,015 
1Phone calls to the home of the general manager, the office being closed on Sunday, 


3) In response to these protests the company on March 31 did not carry 
WJPB-TV but restored WDTYV Pittsburgh to the system. The general manager 
states that the telephone protests immediately stopped and that 50 to 76 subscrib- 
ers called to thank the company for restoring the Pittsburgh station to the sys 
tem. On March 31 and succeeding days the company received a total of 17 pro- 
tests over discontinuance of WJPB-TY. 

(4) The company then mailed a letter to all subscribers explaining why 
WJPB-TV was added to the system and why it was taken off. This letter in- 
cluded the following statement: 

“In the future should there be a change in subscriber sentiment we will be 
guided by your wishes. Within the next few weeks we will give all subscribers 
an opportunity to vote again on the question of substituting WJPB-TYV for 1 of 
the 3 metropolitan stations now carried on the cable.” 

(5) In keeping with this promise, the company on June 11, 1954, sent a letter 
to all subseribers, a copy of which is attached, asking them to express their 
wishes by June 15, by checking and returning a ballot card enclosed with the 
letter. This card asked the subscriber to check one of the four following com- 
binations of channels: 

Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and Johnstown 
Fairmont, Wheeling, and Johnstown 

Pittsburgh, Fairmont, and Johnstown 

Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and Fairmont 

As of today approximately 60 percent of the subscribers have signed and re- 
turned their cards, and of those responding 838 percent voted for continuation 
of Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and Johnstown. 

From these facts it should be clear to anyone that the Fairmont Television 
Cable Corp. has been and is motivated only by the desire to provide its sub- 
scribers with the service they want. Your testimony might be construed by some 
to imply that the company removed your station from the system in an arbitrary 
or spiteful manner. The above facts prove that the company acted reasonably 
and fairly and had no choice but to abide by the wishes of the subscribers. As 
far as J. H. Whitney & Co. is concerned we assure you that we favor the policy 
of carrying on the system those stations which our subscribers want, and if the 
subscribers vote to carry your station in place of one of the ones now being 
furnished, we would expect the Fairmont Television Cable Corp. to make that 
substitution. 

The statement from your testimony quoted above also implies that the situation 
of WJPB-TV became complicated because the Fairmont cable system was built 
after your station was in operation. This is not in accord with the facts. The 
Fairmont system began construction work on March 20, 1953. The first sub- 
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scribers were connected on May 19, 1953. You received the construction permit 
tor station WJPB-TV about July 1, 1953, and went on the air in March 1954, 
more than a year after the first construction work on the system. Thus there 
is no element of surprise to you as might be inferred from the language of your 
testimony. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Senator Potter with the request that it 
be made a part of the record of the hearings on UHF broadcasting problems 
before the subcommittee of which he is chairman. 

Very truly yours, 
Wiiuiam H. Jackson, Managing Partner. 


FAIRMONT TELEVISION CABLE Corp., 
Fairmont, W. Va., June 11, 1954. 

DEAR SUBSCRIBER: Several weeks ago when the Fairmont station went on the 
air, it was added to the cable system, and Pittsburgh was dropped. The station, 
was carried for several days. During that time we were flooded with telephone 
calls from subscribers who said they preferred Pittsburgh to the local station. 

As we wrote you then, we felt we had no choice but to reinstate the Pitts- 
burgh station. That is what we did. We said also that we would, within a 
few weeks, poll the subscribers and again ask their opinion. 

Quite evidently we have only one purpose—that is to give you the kind of 
television service you are most interested in. This company has the finest 
equipment there is for bringing you high quality pictures from three stations. 
You should have the three you want most to watch. 

Would you therefore express your wishes on the enclosed post card. Since 
these cards will be tabulated next Tuesday, please mail the card within the next 
four days—that is by June 15. 

If you care to send any other thoughts or ideas, we’d be very glad, as always, 
to have them. 

Sincerely, 
Nep PENCE, General Manager. 


SAGINAW, MiIcH., June 22, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porter, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


Now that UHF television hearings have been concluded in Washington we, the 
operators of Michigan’s last remaining commercial UHF television stations, 
urge that immediate action be taken by Senate subcommittee in an effort to 
remedy the present television dilemma. 

Believing intermixture of UHF and VHF channels is the primary cause of 
the problem, we respectfully request that serious consideration be given to 
the plan submitted by WF MZ-TV, Allentown, Pa. 

Intermixture has been the result not only of FCC allocations but by outside 
VHF stations covering UHF designated markets by means of Superpower in- 
creases. We also believe that a plan of confining color to the UHF band 
deserves immediate study at this time before the American public invests tre- 
mendous sums of money in buying color receiving TV sets. Two Michigan 
UHF stations in Flint and Battle Creek have ceased operations within the past 
60 days and the UHF stations in Lansing and Ann Arbor will be forced to 
immediately discontinue operating for economic reasons leaving Saginaw as 
the sole UHF market unless constructive action is taken to solve the UHF 
problem without delay. 

We believe that a system of nationwide competitive television in the true 
American tradition is now in jeopardy and will be lost unless immediate 
remedial action is taken. 

Respectfully yours, 
Epwarp F. BAuGHN, WPAG-TV, Ann Arbor, Mich. 
WituiAm J. Epwarps, WKNXA-TV, Saginaw, Mich. 
JoHN C. Pomeroy, WILS-TV, Lansing, Mich. 
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WFRA, CBS, 
Manchester, June 19, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POrrter, 
Chairman, Interstate Senate Commerce Subcommittee, 
The United States Senate, Washington D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PotreR: Unfortunately, we find ourselves in the old radio AM 
and FM story as far as television goes. Again we are faced with trying to prove 
to the people that they should convert their television sets because of a better type 
of telecasting. As far as we have been able to find out, the average person likes 
television very much, but when he finds he has to spend between $50 and $100 
to convert to get the new UHF stations, he finds there are things around the 
house that have to be repaired first. This puts spending of money for conversion 
as the last possible expenditure. 

Therefore, if there is going to be no monopoly in the art of telecasting, there 
had better be a decision to put all telecasting on the UHF band. Besides the 
money angle, as far as the individual family is concerned, consider what a 
complicated thing a television set is going to be in the future for the average 
home person when he has two dials to tune in order to get the stations, plus the 
fact when he gets color he will have to adjust the color dials. 

In a recent survey here in the Lehigh Valley it was found that women in the 
home were at a loss as to how to tune in a converter or a VHF or UHF set, and 
that the questions regarding UHF ownership and usage of sets were answered 
mostly by men. It is not feasible, therefore, to think that you are ever going 
to have a happy situation between broadcaster and listener when you have two 
systems of television. It is all right for some of our association members to talk 
about the fact that you ought not make any distinction between UHF and VHF 
television. However, when the customer goes to the store to buy a new set and 
it costs him approximately $50 more than the VHF set, he is going to ask the 
question “Why?” 

It seems that some of the prefreeze VHF stations that sent signals into our 
area are playing up their coverage for all they are worth; some have slogans 
such as “Covering the Delaware Valley four-State area.” As far as I am con- 
cerned I can’t see what great value this has as far as the listener is concerned, 
but it has great value as far as the station is concerned and the national and 
regional sponsor who is buying his time. As we all know, there has been a 
tendency upon VHF stations in big markets to keep smaller stations (within 
35- to 50-mile range) from getting network programs. This in turn allows them 
to concentrate on three types of advertisers, i. e., national network, national 
spot, and regional spot, where a lot of the gravy is in the broadcasting business. 
I cite, for example, the raising of rates of one Midwestern station who had done 
the following gross in 1953: local business—some $200,000; national and regional 
spot—some $580,000; national network—some $475,000. They increased their 
power to 100,000 watts and the problem then arose whether they should raise their 
rates or not. They decided to raise their rates because of the added coverage and 
then were confronted by the fact that the local advertiser couldn’t go along with 
the increased rate setup. In order to make more availabilities for national spot 
campaigns they would build more local live shows so that they could carry more 
spot business, This station printed their theory in one of the national advertising 
magazines. 

Therefore, assuming that any small UHF station was to start within 35 miles 
of this station’s range it would not only have a fight to get conversions, but it 
will have a fight to get any national spot business. Without a bit of doubt, if 
you have a television station that most people can pick up, 75 percent of your 
battle is won because then the local advertiser will readily use you and the local 
advertiser is the one that is missing from the present UHF scene too. Local 
advertising pays the cost of operations, so that a station can bring its public 
service or whatever it wants to do. 

There are other dangers that come from too much concentration of power in 
big VHF’s as they are presently set up: (1) it can cause big political monopolies, 
and (2) business monopolies. In regard to political monopolies we can all under- 
stand what can happen there. By business monopolies I mean this: for instance, 
if one of the department stores in the city of Philadelphia decided to do some 
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terrific merchandising in certain household products and they used all three 
Philadelphia stations, they can reach right into the Allentown-Bethlehem area 
and hurt our local department stores. People will either travel to Philadelphia 
to buy or the department store can use the phone method to sell. This is hap- 
pening now in the beer situation; nationally advertised beers are making it 
tough on local Lehigh Valley breweries. You see, it is quite impossible for the 
local breweries to go to Philadelphia and pay the Philadelphia rates on television 
when they have no market in Philadelphia. On the other hand, the local brewery 
is hesitant to invest his dollar into the local stations (UHF) because of the lack 
of conversions and audience. 

Due to the cost of telecasting it is hard for any local station to keep up 
losing of money for 4 or 5 years, and I truly believe that if. we in the Lehigh 
Valley area operate under the present circumstances it will be 3 or 4 years before 
we get 50 percent to 60 percent conversion, the percentage which is now being 
demanded by any national spot advertiser before he buys time. 

Those on the VHF side will holler, “But look what we spent to develop it.” 
However, when they were spending television was new and the sale of Sets 
was fantastic. Add one other thing to that—the fact that a lot of the original 
licensees of TV stations were television set manufacturers, so their investment 
in the art of telecasting was written off against their production of television 
sets. 

Some VHF stations (not all) in big markets also have a wedge over certain 
networks and have used it to keep a network from picking up additional stations 
within the VHF’s service area. This wedge is feeding the network program 
origination. 

In the early days of the VHF stations the costs were comparatively low ; most 
stations were of the 500 watt or lower power type; programing wasn’t on a large 
scale; and what programing was around was either wornout films or a network 
origination. Today as your new films come out on the market the moneymaking 
VHF gets the first opportunity to buy and if a UHF is starting out, it has to pay 
approximately the same price, but then can’t deliver the number of homes to 
the advertiser. 

In summing it all up I believe, as Commissioner Frieda Hennock has pointed 
out, the eventual solution is to put all television stations in the UHF band and 
give those VHF’s the right to operate on both VHF and UHF for a period of a 
year so they can get people to convert their sets. Of course, there is another 
alternative—by assigning what is left of the old FM band, three additional VHF 
channels could be made, and then by using directional antennas more markets 
could have VHF stations. 

For the immediate relief of the UHF stations in the Lehigh Valley I would 
suggest that the power of VHF’s in Philadelphia be regulated so that they 
cover the Philadelphia market only, and that the 610,000 people or the 173,900 
households in the Lehigh Valley could have their own area TV stations, sup- 
ported by local people. 

This statement is for the record since I was unable to appear before your 
committee on June 15 as scheduled. 

Sincerely yours, 
Farris E. RAHALL. 


WetcH, Morr & Morgan, 
Washington D. C., June 28, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES FE. Porter, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR PorrerR: The following remarks are submitted on behalf of Mil- 
ton J. Sharp, president of Jerrold Electronics Corp., Philadelphia, Pa., for 
consideration by the Subcommittee on Communications in connection with its 
investigation of the status of UHF television broadcasting. These remarks re- 
late to a portion of a statement submitted for the record of the proceedings of 
the subcommittee by Mr. J. Patrick Beacom, Fairmont, W. Va., permittee of tele- 
vision station WJPB-TV, on May 21, 1954. The subject remarks are for the 
purpose of correcting certain inaccuracies in that statement, as well as to supply 
additional information in order that the subcommittee may be more fully advised 
on matters set forth therein. It would be appreciated if you would have this 
letter included in the record of the subcommittee’s proceedings. 
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It was pointed out in above-mentioned statement that Fairmont, W. Va. is 
located geographically approximately 78 miles from Wheeling, W. Va., 115 miles 
from Pittsburgh, Pa., and 125 miles from Johnstown, Pa., there being a television 
station in each of these cities. It is also stated that the stations in the above- 
mentioned cities should not, according to the calculation of the Commisison 
engineering staff, provide a signal of sufficient strength to serve Fairmont, and 
that thus Fairmont would not expect to bave a television service other than 
that furnished by its own UHF station, WJPB-TY, on channel 35. The further 
assertion is made that “the Jock Whitney interests of New York, through their 
Jerrold Electronics Corp. in Philadelphia, have come into West Virginia and 
under the name of the Fairmont Television Cable Corp., in Fairmont, and the 
Clarksburg Television Cable Corp., in Clarksburg, have built a network offering 
a closed-circuit television service to these communities with programs from the 
Wheeling, Pittsburgh, and Johnstown stations.” 

J. H. Whitney & Co. has no interest whatsoever in the Jerrold Electronics 
Corp. of Philadelphia. Jerrold Electronics Corp. is a company organized to 
manufacture, install, and service community antenna television equipment. 
Mr. Shapp personally has a minority equity interest in the Fairmont Television 
Cable Corp. together with J. H. Whitney & Co., among others, including several 
residents of Fairmont and the surrounding areas. The Fairmont residents have 
participated substantially in the financing of Fairmont Television Cable Corp. 
and, in addition to being stockholders therein, are represented on the board of 
directors of that corporation. Moreover the company is managed by local people 
of the highest reputation in the community. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the television stations in Wheeling, Johnstown, 
and Pittsburgh might not be expected to provide sufficient signal strength to 
serve Fairmont, there are 3,500 to 4,000 residents of the area, more than twice 
the number of subscribers to the community television service, who receive 
television service from these stations utilizing their own antennas, thus provid- 
ing substantial and effective competition for the Fairmont Television Cable Corp. 
In considering the impact of the community television system on Station WJPB— 
TV, it should also be borne in mind that as of May 28, 1954, Fairmont Television 
Cable Corp. had 1,432 subscribers rather than the “several thousand subscribers” 
specificially alleged in the above-mentioned statement. It is further to be noted 
in this connection, that in the June 21, 1954, issue of Broadcasting-Telecasting 
magazine (p. 112) that a claim of 34,500 sets within the service area of the 
Fairmont station is made on the basis of information furnished to the magazine 
by the station. Also, in an article published in a Fairmont, W. Va., newspaper, 
the Times, on Mav 80, 1954, announcing that Station WJPB-TV had affiliated 
with the National Broadcasting Co., it was stated that 27,000 homes are 
equipped to receive the channel 35 signal in the Clarksburg-Morgantown-Fair- 
mont area. If the claimed potential sets in the service area of Station WJPB- 
TV approaches either figure, it would seem doubtful that a community television 
system numbering approximately 1,400 subscribers could constitute a serious 
economic threat to the existence of the station. 

\ point was made in the subject statement of the fact that the Fairmont 
Television Cable Corp. advised its subscribers that it would be able to transmit 
to them the signals of WJPB-TV when it came on the air in Fairmont and of 
the fact that 2 days after the station commenced broadcasting the community 
television company discontinued the transmission of that station’s signals. 
Some further data in connection with these facts might be helpful to the sub- 
committee. 

Prior to the time that WJPB-TV went on the air, various newspaper an- 
nouncements sponsored by the station advised that the station would rebroad- 
cast the signals of station WTTV in Pittsburgh, whereupon the Fairmont 
Television Cable Corp. advised its subscribers that it would discontinue trans- 
mission of the signals of the Pittsburgh station during the broadcast hours of 
WJPB-TV and that it would transmit the signals of the local station during that 
period. Since a single conversion could be made of the channel 35 signals to a 
VHF channel at the antenna site, eliminating the necessity for subscribers to 
the antenna service to convert their VHF sets for UHF reception, they were so 
advised. Station WJPB-TV did not broadcast the full schedule of the Pitts- 
burgh station as had been represented. Within 2 or 3 days several hundred 
complaints were received from the subscribers to the service of the Fairmont 
Cable Corp. concerning their failure to receive the Pittsburgh station. More 
specifically, WJPB-TV went on the air March 28, 1954, and by March 31, 1954, 
the general manager of the community television. system had received 417 tele- 
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phone calls requesting restoration of the Pittsburgh channel. Accordingly, it 
was concluded that the Pittsburgh channel should be restored. Since that time 
a pool of the approximately 1,400 subscribers of the system seeking to ascertain 
the majority preference of signals to be received over the Fairmont community 
system shows that a substantial majority desire the Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and 
Johnstown service. Since the system is not technically capable of transmitting 
the signals of more than three stations, Fairmont Television Cable Corp. has 
found it necessary to abide by the requests of its subscribers. 

To the extent that there is an implication in the statement which has been 
submitted to the subcommittee that the service furnished by Fairmont Televi- 
sion Cable Corp. had not been anticipated by the permittee of station WJPB-TV 
it might be noted that the community television system was operating and pro- 
viding television service to initial subscribers in Fairmont as early as May 19, 
1953, 6 weeks before station WJPB-TV received its construction permit on July 
1, 1953. 

It has been the experience of the Jerrold Electronics Corp. that the com- 
munity television service substantially benefits UHF broadcasting. Community 
television systems are bringing UHF service to many areas where it would be 
otherwise impossible for the stations involved to serve because of geographic 
as well as other technical limitations on coverage. There are attached hereto 
two appendixes showing the added potential coverage of several UHF television 
stations made possible by community television systems and a list of community 
television systems utilizing Jerrold community television equipment which dis- 
tribute UHF television signals. 

The situation which has arisen at Fairmont, W. Va., resulting in the Fair- 
mont Cable Television Corp. finding it necessary to discontinue transmitting the 
signals of that station, is very unfortunate and the community television indus- 
try asa matter of policy constantly seeks to avoid such situations by attempting 
to cooperate fully with local stations in those few cases where community tele- 
vision systems and a television station exist in the same community. It has 
been and continues to be the policy of the Fairmont Television Cable Corp. to 
cooperate to the fullest extent possible with station WJPB-TV. 

The foregoing is for information for the subcommittee. 

Very truly yours, 
Mitton J. Snapp, President, 
JERROLD ELECTRONICS CORP., 
By E. STratTrorp SMITH, 
His Attorney. 
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APPENDIX I 


Total potenti al 


Schuylkill Haven, Pa 
Lewistown, Pa 
Mahanoy City, Pa.. 
Willian 

Sunbury, 
Shamokin, Pa 

st. Clair, P 
Shenandoah, 
Berwick, | 

Coal Tow? 

Ashland, Pa 
lontoursville, I 


Schuylkill Haven, Pa 
Mahanoy City, Pa 
Hamburg, P 


Williamsport, Pa 
Shickshinny, Pa 
Plymouth, Pa 
funbury, Pa 
Montoursville, Pa 
Williamsport, Pa 
iT kshinny, Pa 
enandoah, Pa 


Montoursvillk , Pa 


S} 
Albany, Oreg 
Lebanon, Oreg 


Sunbury, Pa 
Plymouth, Pa.. 


Zanesville, Ohio Newcomerstown, Ohio 


ao.. 


Charleston, W. 


do 


Yakima, Wash 
Pittsburgh, Pa 


Cambridge, Ohio 


Va Chesapeake, W. Va 
Charlton Heights, W. Va_ 


Richland, Wash 
Weirton, Pa 


Portland, Maine Biddeford, Maine 


Decatur, I) 
Peoria, I) 


Taylorville, Il 
Peru, Ml 


Grand total 


APPENDIx II.—Jerr 


Name of company 


elevision Transmission Co 
West End Television Association 


Maine Television, Inc 
} 


relevision Cable Systems 


Do 


iny Television Distributing 


anon Television Distributing 


old systems which distribute UHF signi 


Distribu- 
tion UHF 
channel 


Call 
letters 


Popula- 
tion | 
} 


Location 


Peru, Ill 8, 653 48) WEEK-TV 

Taylorville, 9, 188 17 | WTVP 
Ill. 

Biddeford, 20, 836 53 | WPMT-... 
Maine 

Cambridge, 50 | WHIZ-TV 
Ohio. 

Newcomers- 4, 5 5 WHIZ-TV 
town, Ohio 

Albany, Oreg 5 27 ners Vv. 


Lebanon, 5, 873 > KPTV.. 
Oreg 


xdded to cov- 


rage of each 


station by 
community 
system 


66, 200 


ils 


From 


Peoria, Ill. 
Decatur, Ill. 


Portland, 
Maine 
Zanesville, 
Ohio. 
Do. 


Portland, Oreg. 


Do. 
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APPENDIx II.—Jerrold 


> 


ame of company 


Ashland Video Co 
Lee Antenna Co., Inc 
Television Extension Corp 


Hamburg 
Pennwire 


Tire Co 
relevision Co 


relevision 


, Inc 


Television Cable Corp. « 

kill Ha 
Do 

Eastern Penns 


tions, Inc 


ven 
ven, 


lvania Relay 


Television A 


Television Corp-.. 


D 

Clair Televi 

BKP Televisior 
Do 

BKP Television Systen 


St 


ion Co 


W illiamsport-Jerrold 
Cable Corp 
Do 


Telev 


Do 
Richland Television Cable Corp 
Weirton Television Cable Corp 


Jack Knight 


Chesapeake Water & Ligh 


Senator CHARLES POTTER, 


Schuyl- 


Sta- 


socia- 


systems which distribute UHF signals—Continued 


Location 


Ashland, Pa 

Berwick, Pa 

Coal lown- 
ship, Pa. 

Hamburg, Pa 

Lewistown, 

Mahanoy 
City, Pa. 

do 


Montoursville, 


a. 
ia 


Plymouth, Pa 


do 


Schuylkill 
Haven, Pa 
ao 


Popula- 


tion | channel 


61 
61 
61 


33 


Shamokin, Pa | 


Shenandoah, 
Pa. 


ao 


Shickshinny, 
Pa. 
_ 
St. Clair, Pa 
Sunbury, Pa 
do 
do 


Williamsport, 
do 
do 

Richland, 

Wash. 
Weirton, 
Va. 

Charlton 
Heights, W. 
Va 


Ww. 


| 
Distribu-} 
tion UHF! 


| 
| 


WEEU-TV 


Call 
letters 
| 


WHUM-TV. zt Reading, Pa. 


do_... 


Mace 


| 
WHUM-TV || 
WEEU-TV 

WHUM-TV .| 
WBRE-TV.. 
WILK | 


WGBI 
WBRE 


-TV... 
ee. ul 
TV.. 
WEEU- TV_.-! 
WHUM-TV .~ 
a 
do.... 


WILK-TV.. 


li eokies 
WBRE-TV_. 
WHUM-TV 

do.... 


1 
| WGBI-TV 


Chesapeake, | 


W. Va. 


Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR Porrer: Just a short note from the Hoosier State and, although 


ANGOL 


WBRE-TV.. 
WHUM-TV. 
WBRE-TV. 


WILK-TV.. 
KIMA-TV.. 


| WENS. 


| WKNA-TV. 


nae adrenal 
| 
| 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do, 


Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Wilkes-Barre, 
Pa. 
Do. 
Scranton, Pa, 
Wilkes-Barre, 


Pa, 
Reading, Pa, 


Do. 
Do 


Do. 


Wilkes-Barre, 
Pa. 
Do. 


Do. 
teading, Pa. 
Do. 
Scranton, Pa. 
Wilkes-Barre, 
Pa. 
Reading, Pa. 


Wilkes-Barre, 
Pa. 
Do. 
Yakima, 
Wash. 
Pittsburgh, 
Pa 


|; Cc har leston, 


W. Va. 


Do. 


A, IND., June 21, 1954. 


the writer is not one of your constituents, he feels that he is next door to that. 
At any rate, note that you are heading a hearing regarding UHF and VHF 
television and wanted to add my small voice to what we hope Congress will not 
do. This is not to decrease the power of the pioneer VHF stations nor their 
antenna heights because of only one important factor to this writer, i. e., these 
stations are the only ones that can give the public in rural areas, such as the 
writer lives in, a good and usable signal all of the time. 

Miss Hennock’s suggestion that all television move to the ultrahigh band would 
mean that millions in the rural areas would be without this marvelous medium. 

In another vein, your opinion expressed at the end of the McCarthy-Army 
hearing was most apt and lucid. 

Yours sincerely, 
PHILIP §. JOHNSON. 
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KQTV, THe NortHWeEST TELEVISION Co., 
Fort Dodge, Iowa, June 10, 1954. 
Hon. Guy M. GILLETTE, 
Senate of the United States, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: June 15, the day Senator Potter’s committee resumes hear- 
ings on UHF and its many problems, may well be “D” day—down-the-drain day— 
for UHF unless that committee takes immediate action. 

There are at least two things that should be done at once in fairness to UHF 
as a system and in fairness to the thousands of investors who have bankrolled 
the 127 UHF stations now on the air and in fairness to the millions of viewers 
who have invested a lot of money in sets. Finally certain things should be done 
to assist UHF to preserve for all Americans, those now living and those yet 
unborn, a free and competitive TV system. There are no two ways about it, most 
of us are in a bad spot. 

We suffer from several disadvantages. Some are inherent in the system, some 
are present because we are starting a new system in an area already equipped 
to some degree for an older and in some respects better system. UHF in the 
present stage of the art does not get out as far as VHF. Out of the 30 million 
sets in the hands of viewers only some 2 or 3 million are equipped for UHF and 
the cost of conversion, which so far hasn’t been too well done, is high—I mean 
anywhere from $35 to $75 or $80 a set. Because VHF goes farther, has its audi- 
ence established, it has been hard to get network affiliations. I still have none, 
although I am hoping for NBC any day. 

On the other hand VHF stations have done what all of us would do—they have 
not been interested in helping us—rather they have hoped we would die on the 
vine—and have held on tenaciously to all network affiliations they could. 

If we are to live, a little pump priming is in order. First, priming of the 
pump—remove the Federal tax from all UHF—-VHF sets. Leave it on the VHF 
sets only. This works no hardship on VHF but does help us and we need this 
help. Second, in order to retain a license have the FCC require stations in 
UHF-VHF areas to divest themselves of all but one network if there are UHF 

VHF stations in the area that wish network service and have none. This 
vould be a big leg up to UHF stations and would also be a help to the networks, 
while it would not injure the VHF stations. In fact, I can think of one VHF 
now prosperous that may need this help as badly as I do within a matter of 
a yvear. 

To bring these matters into sharp focus and to secure the instant action 
needed, I would be in favor of a temporary cessation of all licensing activities 
until these matters are worked out—this hiatus should also apply to power, 
antenna boosts, and issuance of construction permits 

Please see what can be done. We need help. 

With best wishes, I am 

Yours very truly, 
EpWARD BREEN, President. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR PorrER: The American Farm Bureau Federation since the 
inception of radio has taken great interest in broadcasting with particular 
emphasis on seeking the type of operation that would insure adequate coverage 
to rural areas. 

We are somewhat familiar with the proposals being advanced by some of the 
UHF broadcasters. Farm Bureau has long-standing policy favoring laws and 
regulations which would encourage and promote broadcasting service to the 
more remote rural areas. This means that we oppose regulations or laws 
that would to all practical purposes, limit or prevent the providing of service to 
such areas, 
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Further limitations of tower height and power to VHF stations would limit 
service to rural areas. In fact it may prevent some rural areas from ever 
receiving service even though such areas could receive service if a station were 
located strategically within it, this because the economy of that area would 
not be able to support the kind of facilities required to provide such service. 

We hope the committee will not propose the enactment of any legislation which 
to practical purposes would prevent rural areas from receiving adequate tele- 
vision service, 

We respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the committee record 
in regard to this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe Berrs, Legislative Assistant. 


—_—_——— 


HUNTINGTON, W. VA., June 24, 1954. 
Hon. JOHN W. BRICKER, 
United States Senate. 

Respectfully urge your earnest endeavor to oppose proposals by UHF group 
before Potter Subcommittee on Communications which will gravely injure public 
interest in matter of television program reception. In areas now reached 
by WSAZ-TYV signals, adoption of either major premise of UHF group, to wit, 
change all television to UHF or restrict VHF coverage to city area, will result 
in immediate loss of all television reception in 92 out of 102 counties of West 
Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, and Ohio. Counting all presently authorized 
facilities including those not yet built, television will be lost to receivers in 
34 counties of West Virginia, lost in 39 counties of Kentucky, lost in 8 counties 
Virginia panhandle, lost in 11 counties southern Ohio. All present stations 
operating or authorized will provide service to only 10 of these 102 counties if 
proposals are allowed. This serious blow to your constituents in these counties 
must not be allowed, only to serve selfish interest of few distressed operators. 
Map illustrating problems in mail to you. Barnestly request problem be re- 
turned for consideration of FCC technical staff. 

Respectfully, 
LAWRENcE H. RoGers, 
WSAZ, Inc., Huntington, W. Va. 


RADIO-ELECTRONICS-TELEVISION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 5, D. C., June 29, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. PorTrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Porrer: Since my testimony on May 19, 1954, before the sub- 
committee, later witnesses have made two suggestions which would directly affect 
manufacturers of television sets and upon which I would like to comment. 

The first suggestion was that the subcommittee should seek an opinion from the 
Attorney General looking toward antitrust exemption for manufacturers of 
television sets who agree to make only television sets that contain all-channel 
tuners. In effect, the suggestion is that the Attorney General should isSue a 
clearance in which he would consent not to enforce the antitrust laws against 
manufacturers of television sets insofar as those laws would apply to such an 
agreement. Even assuming that the Attorney General has the authority for 
such an action and would consent to a suspension of the antitrust laws, I think 
it would be a serious mistake for the subcommittee to suggest that it be done. 

The basic purpose of the antitrust laws is to preserve free competition. The 
members of this industry are in full sympathy with that objective and believe 
that the antitrust laws are a necessary and valuable part of the laws of the 
United States. This industry, which has been referred to with good reason as 
being “the most competitive of American industries,” adheres to both the spirit 
and the letter of the Federal antitrust laws. As I stated in my previous testi- 
mony, “We believe that a system of free competition is best for the public in the 
long run.” In short, we believe any weakening of the application of the anti- 
trust laws is contrary to the best interests of the American public. 

A second proposal which was suggested to the subcommittee was that the 
power of Congress to control interstate commerce should be used to prohibit the 
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interstate shipment of any sets that are not all-channel receivers. We believe 
that acceptance of the suggestion and exercise of such a power by Congress W ould 
be an abuse of Federal power, would mean the intervention by Government in 
the regulation of the manufacture of television sets and would be of doubtful 
constitutionality. Each of these consequences in itself is ample justification for 
rejection of the suggested action. 

The manufacturers of television sets are aware of the serious problems con- 
fronting many broadcasters today. We are vitally concerned in the economic 
well-being and healthy growth of television broadcasting and hope that these 
problems can be solved so that growth can continue. But under no circum- 
stances do we believe that it would be proper or desirable to solve the problems 
by carving out exceptions to the antitrust laws or by imposing Federal regula- 
tion on the manufacture of television sets. 

We respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the record of the 
hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLEN McDaniet, President, 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF Paut R. Barrett, PRESIDENT, KFRE 


Gentlemen, already in the record of this hearing is a statement of KF RE (Cal 
fornia Inland Broadcasting Co.) made by its president, Paul Bartlett. The state 
ment was prepared before the commencement of the second session of the hear- 
ings, and KF RE now desires to augment the statement in the light of testimony 
given at further sessions of the proceedings. 

in its original statement KF RE dealt almost entirely with the private equities 
involved in the current UHF—VHF dispute; whereas, this statement is intended 
to deal almost exclusively with the public policy aspects of the problem. We 
believe it obvious that where public interest comes in conflict with private in- 
terest, the Congress and FCC are obligated to find in behalf of the larger public 
good. This belief does not mean that private equities ought to be ignored, but 
suggests rather that arguments based on private equities should only be com 
pelling against arguments similarly based. 

Recause there would already appear to be in the record a plethora of arguments 
ndicating that the public interest and national policy would not be served by a 
freeze restricted further VHF grants at this time, or by moving all television 
to the UHF frequencies, further discussion of these two points by us seems un- 
necessary here. Suffice it to say, with respect to these two proposals, we whole- 
heartedly and vigorously endorse the CBS position as outlined so succinctly in 
the comments of Dr. Frank Stanton. 

On the other hand, the record is almost wholly silent on certain aspects of the 
UHF-VHF intermixture problem, while many statements in the record on this 
subject show fuzzy and contradictory thinking. Consequently, we shall address 
ourselves hereafter largely to the public-policy aspects of the present intermix 
ture allocation system. 

We believe intermixture of UHF and VHF channels in the same cities is not 
bad but good, and that the policy of intermixture was wisely adopted by the FC¢ 
as the only national policy which can assure the Nation a fully competitive tele 
vision system capable of meeting the national needs over a long period of years 
We believe this to be true without regard to any of the economic difficulties or 
private injustices which would arise from any attempt to invoke what has been 
called deintermixture at this time. Although we agree that even if the original 
policy had been unwise, it is both too early and too late to change it now. 

Thus we disagree utterly with the CBS position on intermixture. Let us 
examine the reasons for the basic wisdom of intermixture. 

Separation of the country into UHF and VHF only cities would foster the 
crowth of two separate noncompatible television systems in this country. 

If, as every witness in these proceedings has seemed to indicate, the national 
goal is to have every television receiver in America capable of receiving every 
television station in the country, it is obvious that intermixture of the two types 
of facilities in the same cities will hasten the achievement of the goal. It is like- 
wise axiomatic that separating the country forever into two types of television 
cities will make the goal almost impossible of attainment. If there were no 
UHF stations allocated to New York City or its environs, UHF conversion would 
not be the problem it now is in New York—instead, it would be impossible. On 
the other hand, the present allocation which provides for one educational DHF 
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and one commercial UHF station in New York at least gives promise that if the 
economy will support additional stations in that market, or there are people 
to build them, conversion will eventually take place. 

One major television manufacturer has told us that he believes the division 
of the country into separate UHF and VHF markets would lead the manu- 
facturers eventually to the production of UHF only and VHF only receivers. 
The chaos and inconvenience to the public which would arise when a UHF-only 
set owner moves into a VHF-only city, or when the situation is reversed, is not 
difficult to imagine. 

The whoie issue of compatibility was once a “cause celebre” in other pro- 
ceedings not yet erased from memory. Are we now to have permanent UHF-VHF 
incompatibility on a city-to-city basis throughout the land? Under the present 
allocation plan we need have only varying degrees of it during the conversion 
period. With deintermixture, conversion would never occur. Television would 
be forever divided against itself city by city. 

The proposal for deintermixture is not unlike suggesting that some cities have 
AM broadcasting facilities only while others have FM only, or like saying that in 
some cities only narrow gage railroads will be used while in others standard 
gage will be employed. Carrying this railroad illustration further, it may be 
said that spectrum space requires the use of both VHF and UHF, or in other 

Only the 
employment of the two systems side by side in the same cities and areas will 
assure the universal use of railroad cars capable of using both gages. And, 
likewise, in television only the need for all listeners to have all-channel sets 
will bring eventual complete conversion and its benefits. 

We submit that the additional time required for the Nation to reach this 
utopian point is not too big a price to pay for a fully compatible, fully competi- 
tive. nationwide television system. 

II. Separate UHF-VHF city allocations would lead to waste of the natural re- 
source represented by the VHF channels. 

The cochannel and adjacent channel problems incident to any allocation 
plan preclude the use of more than seven channels in any given closely confined 
area. Thus it will be found that attempts to create all-UHF or all-VHF cities 
will often result in the arbitrary placement of one or more valuable VHF channels 
in cities not geographically or economically capable of providing useful service 
with these facilities. 

The situation in central California brings this problem into the sharpest 
possible focus. Seven UHF stations have now been on the air for some months, 
and those in Fresno, Stockton, and Sacramento have no current VHF competi 
tion, although VHF channels are allocated to those cities. Consequently, con- 
version to UHF in some of these areas is virtually 100 percent. If, for the 
purpose of creating idealized all UHF markets, the California central valley 
cities of Fresno, Sacramento, Bakersfield, and Stockton were to be allocated 
only UHF stations, 4 of the 5 VHE channels so released would be virtually 
wasted because they would be technically unusable in the populous southern 
California or San Francisco Bay areas. Reassigning them to small towns, which 
couldn’t possibly support any station, might satisfy the planners and make a 
pretty picture on a map. It wouldn’t put many pictures on television sets. It 
would seem completely ridiculous to throw four valuable VHF channels out 
the window and deprive the public of service where conversion is already com 
plete. One would ask, are we seeking more service or less competition? 

We believe that engineering studies would reveal numerous other situations of 
similar character where the reassignment of one or more VHF channels would 
result in having to find places for them in markets where they would never 
be used. Do we now have so many of these valuable VHF channels that we want 
to throw some away? 

III. Elimination of intermixture will also eliminate competition or the pos 
sibility of future expansion for both commercial and educational stations. 

The New York metropolitan area is now allocated seven VHF channels (in 
cluding the one in Newark) and two UHF channels, one of which has been re 
served for education. If these two UHF channels were to be "emoved to make 
New York an all-VHF city, one of the present commercial cha anels would have 
to be converted to educational use or the largest city in th» world would be 
without an educational channel. The same situation obtains in the Nation’s 
third largest city, Los Angeles, which, like New York, is an educational center 

Even if we assume there is no need for an educational channel in these cities 
both markets would be permanently limited to seven commercial stations. The 


’ 
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fact that they do not comfortably support seven now would not provide justifi- 
cation under our growing society for limiting them to that number for all time. 

Here again we may ask, are we seeking more service or less service and less 
competition? Why shouldn’t viewers in San Francisco, Chicago, New York, Los 
Angeles, and other cities be entitled to more stations when and if there is risk 
capital to build them? 

This expandability of the service for more than seven stations in a given 
area cannot be had in any proposed VHF only city. All proponents of de-inter- 
mixture obviously intend that the major markets will remain VHF only. How 
anomalous to have a maximum limit of 7 commercial and educational stations 
assigned to New York and Chicago and the possibility of 10 or 15 UHI stations 
in some hamlet. 

Only complete intermixture will provide for maximum expansion and maxi- 
mum competition in television with all attendant public benefits of the widest 
program selection. 

IV. Separation of the country into UHF and VHF only markets, either origin- 
ally or at any later date, can only be predicated on economic considerations. 

No one can logically argue that governmental regulation of natural resources 
is unnecessary or undesirable, whether these resources be radio frequencies or 
trees in our forests. 

But there are many who will argue as we do that Government attempts to 
regulate the use of these natural resources should not be predicated on attempts 
to “equalize competition,” but rather on the desire to make the fullest possible 
use of the resources for the public good. 

In this proceeding so are every argument advanced for de-intermixture advo- 
cates this change in allocation in order to equalize competition. Even Dr. Stan- 
ton urges a study of de-intermixture for the very reasons he himself condemns 
in his convincing attacks on moving all television and in opposing a freeze. To 
turn his own example around, instituting de-intermixture would be like ruling 
that only DC—7’s can serve some cities and only DC-—6’s may serve other mar- 
kets. Or again, like saying that no one should be permitted to build a service 
station on the best corner in town because the other three corners at the inter- 
section are not also available to service-station owners. Does CBS really believe 
all airlines serving a city should be required to use the same type aircraft, or 
that service stations should be on side streets in one town and on the main 
street in another? And, if so, how is public policy served by this arbitrary and 
unnatural restriction proposed wholly for economic reasons? 

When CBS argues that television should not be moved to UHF just to create 
equality of facilities and then claims that separate UHF and VHF markets 
should be created solely for that purpose, it would seem to want to walk on 
both sides of the street at the same time. 

if there are those UHF supporters who argue that UHF and VHF are not 
sufficiently dissimilar in their characteristics to render these examples appro- 
priate, then one may ask why either service should be protected against the 
other. 

The plain fact seems to be that the FCC in its original allocation plan at- 
tempted to create a pattern that would make the greatest number of television 
services available to the greatest number of people in this land without regard 
to economics except to assure a sufficient number of channels to provide for full 
competition. In a free enterprise system, this is as it should be and is the basic 
reason for the soundness of the present allocation. 

So far our comments have assumed that the commonly held belief is basic 
propagational differences between VHF and UHF channels is true. Yet not one 
of the basic reasons for retaining intermixture is predicated on an inherent 
difference in the channels. 

If it be true, as we believe, that VHF channels will provide greater coverage 
by virtue of their propagation characteristics, then there is yet another com- 
pelling reason for retaining VHF channels as presently allocated on an inter- 
mixed basis, which is that some areas because of topography will never receive 
good service without the use of one or more VHF channels. Mr. Pierson in his 
VHF group presentation and others of that group pointed this up. 

In the Central Valley of California where seven UHF stations are already 
operating there are numerous foothill and rural areas where set owners are still 
awaiting the commencement of the few VHF stations allocated there because they 
do not now have adequate service from present UHF stations. This is true 
despite the fact that the Central Valley is widely claimed by UHF enthusiasts 
to be “ideal for UHF” and a place where there is no difference between the 2 





1126 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 


types of coverage, despite the use of nearly half a million watts by 3 of the 
stations. 

De-intermixture here will leave many people with no service. Worse yet, the 
viewers so abandoned live in the isolated areas where radio and television are 
their primary ties to the metropolitan areas. What crime have they committed 
to deserve such abandonment? 

Let us now turn for a moment from the philosophy of allocation to some of 
the practical aspects of de-intermixture. 

In our earlier remarks we said it is both too early and too late to attempt de- 
intermixture now; too late because too many public and private interests have 
been staked on the present allocation plan and attempts to change the ground 
rules now would create uncertainty and disquiet that would seriously affect the 
health of the whole industry and prove to be upsetting and unpopular with the 
public; and too early because less than half of the stations authorized since the 
last change of rules have completed a full year of operation. So far no UHF 
station has yet achieved the maximum power authorized by the Commission, 
Only after maximum power has been reached by UHF stations and only after 
other UHF and VHF stations now under construction or still in hearing have 
come on the air will it be possible to fully assess such problems as may then 
remain. 

Even a recommendation from the committee to the FCC to study deintermix- 
ture or any other change in allocation before sufficient time has passed to allow 
full development of the industry on the present plan would prove to be a highly 
unsettling influence on every aspect of the business. 

In summary, we believe that complete intermixture of UHF and VHF chan- 
nels in the same cities is essential to the fullest development of television in this 
country and that the pains so far experienced by this Gargantua of the com- 
munication industry are only growing pains—not indicative of serious disorders, 


WONE anpb WIFE-TY, 
SKYLAND BROADCASTING CORP., 
Dayton, Ohio, June 19, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Porrer: The Dayton Daily News, which is owned by the 
same interests who own WHIO-TYV, and the only other daily newspaper in this 
city, the Journal-Herald, carried the enclosed story last night. It in effect states 
that Leonard Reinsch attempted to repudiate testimony which I recently gave 
before your subcommittee. 

Therefore, I shall appreciate this letter being made a part of the record of 
the UHF hearing. 

I respectfully suggest your subcommittee take the following steps: 

1. That it call me back before the subcommittee and under oath request me 
to affirm every single statement which I previously made before the committee. 
At the same time Mr. Reinsch should be required to follow the same procedure. 
If the committee does not desire this, then I suggest Mr. Reinsch and myself be 
requested to furnish sworn affidavits that our testimony was the truth. It will 
then be up to the Department of Justice to ascertain what part of my testimony 
was false. 

2. I further respectfully suggest your subcommittee send its investigators to 
Dayton, Ohio, and have said investigators make a thorough investigation of all 
the facts that brought about the closing of WIFE-TV. If this is done I believe 
your committee will have the full facts of why not only WIFE-TV, but prac- 
tically all UHF television stations in these United States are failing. I think 
the true facts will be startling to Members of the Senate whose duty, in my 
opinion, is to represent all the people of these United States. 

3. If the committee does not desire to send its investigators here, I suggest 
you request the Federal Communications Commission or the Department of 
Justice to conduct this investigation. 

No matter what decision your committee may reach as a result of the UHF 
bearings, at least one good thing has come out of it which, in my opinion, justifies 
the time and expense involved. It is that for the first time in my more than 20 
years in this business many of the little people have found the courage to testify 
epenly before the elected representatives of the people regarding some of the 
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conditions that exist in this business. Heretofore the little people in the broad- 
custing business have always had a fear of challenging the special interests in 
broadcasting. 

In conclusion, please allow me to say the shocking manner in which the failure 
of UHF stations apparently has been ignored up to this time has led me to 
ormulate plans, which I hope will be successful, to organize for the first time, 

the best of my knowledge, a Citizens Broadcasting Committee in each of the 
is States to try and see in the future that the American people have a voice in 


¢ ° 


he use of their airways. It is my intention to attempt to do this job through 
l types of civic and cultural groups, such ; unions, churches, schools, and 
any other types of organizations. If this ca » accomplished, then the day, 
my opinion, of special interests dominating bi lcasting to the detriment of 

the people will be brought to an end 

I attach the true facts pertaining to our inability to carry the University of 


+ 


Dayton basketball games. I stand ready to respond at my own expense to com 
ply W ith any wishes of your committee, 
Very truly yours, 
RONALD B. WoopyArpb. 


STATEMENT REGARDING WIFE—TV’s ErFrorts To TELEVISE UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON 
BASKETBALL GAMES 


I wish at this time to give you the entire facts regarding the inability of 
WIFE-TV to televise the University of Dayton basketball games. Early last 
spring Mr. Louis G. Froelich, commercial manager of this station, contacted 
Rev. Charles L. Collins, 8. M., chairman of the athletic board of the University 
of Dayton, and informed him we desired to televise all of the University of 
Dayton basketball games and asked for the rights charges on these games. 
Various stockhoiders of our company, who are directly and through financial 
help active in the University of Dayton affairs, also contacted people at the 
university in an effort to have WIFE-TYV televise these games. Various mem- 
bers of the athletic board of the University of Dayton, who had this decision to 
make, were contacted in an effort to secure the televising of these games. At 
this point I would like to state that the sports editor of the Dayon Daily News 
s a member of this athletic board 

After many months of earnest effort on the part of stockholders and officials of 
WIEFE-TV we were informed the university would not permit the televising of 
ill their basketball games. The reason given was that it conceivably could 
effect the next year’s sale of tickets. This naturally caused considerable con- 
troversy in this community on the part of some very loyal supporters of the 
University of Dayton. 

Under heading of July 18, 1953, Father Collins wrote a letter to our station 
n which he offered all Dayton television stations the right to bid on only 4 

isketball games out of a total schedule of 16 home games. Naturally, this 
lecision could only please the VHI' stations in this city, since they were 

ready carrying all four networks’ programs. We did not accept this offer, 

ecause we knew we were the only television station in the city that could 

televise all these basketball games and felt this was merely a gesture of 
appeasement, 

In an effort to keep good faith with the University of Dayton we then agreed 
to underwrite any deficiencies in box-office returns caused by our carrying the 
entire basketball games’ schedule. This was rejected by the university officials. 
In this connection it is interesting to note that WHIO-TV, which carried the 
services of ABC, Du Mont, and CBS, did not choose to carry a single one of the 
four games offered. 

Since Mr. Reinsch has taken exception to my testimony, according to the news- 
paper article which appeared in the Dayton Daily News, I respectfully suggest 
that if Mr. Reinsch is called back to testify under oath before this committee, he 
explain how he justifies their determined and successful effort to take the basic 
CBS and the bulk of ABC and Du Mont programs in this city. There is no 
doubt in our minds why WIFE-TY failed. I hope at some time we have the 
opportunity to state under oath the full story of the ruination of WIFE-TV 
and why this great metropolitan city is now, and apparently will be for future 
years, serviced by only two VHF stations, which in turn means a denial of full 
television service to the people of the great Miami Valley. 


48550—54——_72 
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UnttTep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
June 25, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porter, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR Potrer: The enclosed material has come to me from Mr. 
Lawrence H. Rogers of Radio Station WSAZ and Television Station WSAZ-TV. 
I would appreciate it very much if this were made part of the record of your 
subcommittee so that the subcommittee may have this information available to 
it. 
With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
JoHN SHERMAN COOPER. 


EXPLANATION OF Map 


Shaded area represents counties in which WSAZ-TV and/or other television 
station service is received at present. All shaded areas would lose all TV 
service now in effect or now authorized but not yet started if UHF proposals are 
adopted. Following breakdown of service is noted. 

1. tn Kentucky only 1 county (Boyd) out of 40 shown would continue to re- 
ceive any service from only 1 station (WSAZ-TV). Present or immediately im- 
minent service is received in some or all of these counties from stations as fol- 
lows: 3 in Louisville, 3 in Columbus, 2 in Dayton, 1 in Huntington, 1 in Charles: 
ton, probably 1 in Oak Hill, as well as possible signals from Knoxville and John- 
son City. 

2. In Virginia none of 8 counties shown would continue to receive any exist- 
ing service from Huntington, Roanoke, Bristol, Knoxville, or Johnson City. 

3. In West Virginia 34 out of 41 counties would lose all existing service or 
service from stations in immediate prospect. Only 7 counties not shaded would 
continue or be able to receive service from WSAZ-TV Huntington, WCHS-TV 
and WKNA-TV Charleston, WOAY-TV Oak Hill, WBLK—-TV Clarksburg, 
WJIPB-TV Fairmont, WTAP-TV Parkersburg, and WSLS-TV Roanoke. In ad- 
dition, severe loss of coverage would injure northern panhandle viewers of 
WTRFE-TYV in Wheeling and eastern panhandle viewers of stations in Washington, 
by. C., and Cumberland, Mid. These are omitted since they were not inside area 
under immediate consideration. 

4. In Ohio 11 out of 13 counties listed would lose all television service, and a 
12th, Washington County, would receive only fragmentary service. Lawrence 
County (Ironton) would receive only minor coverage from WSAZ-TV. The 
great Scioto County area would be entirely without television service. These 

3 counties now receive signals from WTRF-TV Wheeling, WSTV Steubenville, 
WTAP-TV Parkersburg, WCHS-TV Charleston (under construction), WSAZ-TV 
Huntington, as well as 3 stations in Columbus, and 8 stations in Cincinnati. 

Nothing in the proposals before the Potter Subcommittee would make service 
via television to these shaded areas either technically or economically feasible. 
They would serve only to eliminate a present service which is growing daily 
more adequate and more highly competitive. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WSAZ, Inc., 
LAWRENCE H. Rocers II, 
Vice President and General Manager. 


(Exhibits in official files of committee.) 


HUNTINGTON, W. VA., June 24, 1954. 
Hon. JOHN SHERMAN COOOPER, 
United States Senate. 

Respectfully urge your earnest endeavor to oppose proposals by UHF group 
before Potter subcommittee on communications which will gravely injure public 
interest in matter of television program reception. In areas now reached by 
WSAZ-TV signals, adoption of either major premise of UHF group, to wit, 
change all television to UHF or restrict VHF coverage to city area, will result 
in immediate loss of all teelvision reception in 92 out of 102 counties of West 
Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, and Ohio. Counting all presently authorized 
facilities including those not yet built, television will be lost to receivers in 
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84 counties of West Virginia, lost in 39 counties of Kentucky, lost in 8 coun- 
ties Virginia Panhandle, lost in 11 counties southern Ohio. Ail present sta- 
tions operating or authorized will provide service to only 10 of these 102 coun- 
ties if proposals are allowed. This serious blow to your constituents In these 
counties must not be allowed, only to serve selfish interest of few distressed 
operators. Map illustrating problems in mail to you. Earnestly request problem 
be returned for consideration of FCC technical staff. 
Respectfully, 
LAWRENCE H. RoGers. 
WSAZ, Inc. 


MARINETTE, WIS., June 24, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES POTTER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR Porrer: I am sending you the attached brochure, which de- 
scribes the area that will be served by station WMBV-T'V operating on very high 
frequency (VHF) channel 11. WMBV-TYV should be of special interest to you, 
Senator Potter, for we will be covering a great part of the Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan. 

WMBV-TYV expects to be in operation some time around the middle of August, 
and because we will cover so much of your own State's area, it is my hope to 
have a special message from you telecasted on our opening day. However, we 
will be in contact with you and your office on this matter as soon as we are 
more definite on our opening. 

Our company, Senator Potter, has invested over a half million dollars in 
the hope that WMBV-TV will be able to bring new television enjoyment and 
serve the public interest in our area in every adequate fashion. Within recent 
weeks, hearings have been held before your committee, and I noted these meet- 
ings were concluded Monday night, concerning the ultimate status of the ultra 
high frequency (UHF) channels. I have learned that on June 28, your sub- 
committee will hold an executive session to even further consider the UHF 
matter. 

Because of WMBV-TYV’s situation, I would like to go on record with you in 
my capacity as general manager and secretary-treasurer of WMBV-TYV, to urge 
your support of the very high frequency position, a feeling based on the follow- 
ing conclusions. 

(1) WMBV-TYV opposes the elimination of the intermixture of VHF and UHF 
stations In the same market. 

(2) WMBV-TV opposes the allocation of all television broadcast seryices to 
the UHF band. 

(3) WMBV-TV opposes any reduction or limitation beyond the coverage of 
VHF stations beyond that now imposed by FCC regulations, 

(4) WMBV-TYV opposes a freeze on the further issuance of permits and on 
authorizations to operate pursuant to outstanding permits. 

(5) WMBYV-TYV opposes the so-called Du Mont proposals. 

(6) WMBVY-TV approves the encouragement of the production and distribu- 
tion of UHF-VHF receivers by lifting of the excise tax. 

(7) WMBYV-TV approves the use of booster stations within a television sta- 
tion’s own area where it is found by the Commission to be technically feasible. 

(8) WMBV-TYV feels with respect to the proposals made to the subcommittee 
that involve highly complex, technical, social, or economic consideration, or that 
cannot be fully evaluated at this point because of the lack of empirical knowledge 
or that require much more careful study or research than is possible even in 
your proceedings. We recommend that such proposals be referred to the Com- 
mission by the subcommittee without recommendation. 

(9) WMBY-TYV favors the adoption and continuance by the Commission of 
lawful procedures that will design to establish at the earliest possible date, a 
comprehensive national television system by the elimination of time consuming 
procedures and unnecessary redtape. 

May I hope that this letter will personally reach you, Senator Potter, and that 
you will find my comments and feelings of some value in your deliberations on 
this question. 

Cordially, 
JoserpH D. MACKIN, 
General Manager, Station WMBV-TV. 


(Exhibits in official files of committee.) 
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WSAZ ano WSAZ-TY, 
Huntington 18, W. Va., June 25, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. PorrTer, 
Senator from Michigan, United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR Potter: Having spent all last week in attendance at the hear- 
ing of your Subcommittee on Communications, I should like to take the liberty of 
commending you for your calm deliberation and patient interest in all of the 
testimony presented by all sides of the controversy. Additionally, I should like 
to thank you personally for the privilege of presenting written testimony into 
the record together with the rest of the VHF station group. 

Listening to the proposals presented to your committee for a week was neces- 
sary in order for me to bring into sharper focus the possible immediate effects 
of such proposals on the immediate area now being served by WSAZ-TY. Also, 
they gave me a better opportunity to present facts which I feel were definitely, 
if not deliberately, misrepresented about the WSAZ-TYV situation. With this 
thought in mind, I am enclosing an exhibit which will demonstrate the results 
of eliminating the widespread coverage of VHF stations which seems to be so 
greatly feared by a relative handful of marginal operators but which, neverthe- 
less, are providing the service to the public which has caused them to take so 
avidly to television in a short span of 5 years. 

The enclosed map shows in outline form those areas in four States where 
the WSAZ-—TYV signal is now reached in some form. It does not indicate an 
area where only this signal is reached for, indeed, there are perhaps 30 tele- 
vision signals now serving various parts of this area. In the normal course of 
events within the next 2 months, there will be no parts of this area that do not 
receive two or more highly competitive services with the exception of eastern 
Kentucky. 

In effect, a restriction of the output of the VHF stations covering this area, 
and briefly they number, 1 in Hunfington, 1 in Charleston, 2 in the Wheeling 
area, 1 in the Roanoke area, 1 in the Bristol, Va., area, and a multiplicity of 
them in Columbus, Dayton, Cincinnati and Louisville, will not add anything to 
anyone’s television service from a public standpoint. Instead, it will destroy 
a service for probably more than a quarter of a million home viewers who have 
made extremely expensive installations in order to get the reception of any 
signal in the extremely rough terrain. 

Realizing that this is but a minute part of the overall problem, if indeed it is a 
problem, I thought it served as graphic illustration that might well be applied 
to the entire Nation, how the hysterical proposals of a few unhappy men could 
deprive 90 percent of a geographical area of its existing, perfectly satisfactory 
service. These proposals would not help a single UHF operator in any of these 
areas under consideration since it is my information that those present opera- 
tors in Charleston, Parkersburg, and Fairmont are making good progress and 
expect momentarily to turn the corner for success—if they have not already 
done so. 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to get this additional information into 
the hands of the committee and assure you that my company stands ready to 
offer any assistance in the matter of upgrading the service via television to the 
public of this four-State mountain area. 

With sincere best wishes, 

Respectfully yours, 
LAWRENCE H. Rogers. 


EXPLANATION OF Map 


Shaded area represents counties in which WSAZ-TV and/or other television 
station service is received at present. All shaded areas would lose all TV 
service now in effect or now authorized but not yet started, if UHF proposals 
are adopted. Following breakdown of service is noted: 

1. In Kentucky, only 1 county (Boyd) out of 40 shown would continue to 
receive any service from only 1 station (WSAZ-TV). Present or immediately 
imminent service is received in some or all of these counties from stations as 
follows: 3 in Louisville, 3 in Columbus, 2 in Dayton, 1 in Huntington, 1 in 
Charleston, probably 1 in Oak Hill, as well as possible signals from Knoxville 
and Johnson City. 

2. In Virginia, none of eight counties shown would continue to receive any 
existing service from Huntington, Roanoke, Bristol, Knoxville, or Johnson City. 

8. In West Virginia, 34 out of 41 counties would lose all existing service or 
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service from stations in immediate prospect. Only seven counties not shaded 
would continue or be able to receive service from WSAZ-TV, Huntington; 
WCHS-TV and WKNA-TV, Charleston; WOAY-TV, Oak Hill; WBLK-TY, 
Clarksburg; WJPB-TV, Fairmont, WTAP-TV, Parkersburg; and WSLS—TV, 
Roanoke. In addition, severe loss of coverage would injure northern panhandle 
viewers of WTRF-TV in Wheeling and eastern panhandle viewers of stations 
in Washington, D. C., and Cumberland, Md. These are omitted since they were 
not inside area under immediate consideration. 

4. In Ohio, 11 out of 18 counties listed would lose all television service, and 
a 12th, Washington County, would receive only fragmentary service. Lawrence 
County (Irenten) would receive only minor coverage from WSAZ-TV. The 
great Scioto County area would be entirely without television service. These 
13 counties now receive signals from WTRF—-TV, Wheeling; WSTV, Steuben- 
ville; WTAP-TV, Parkersburg; WCHS-TV, Charleston (under construction) ; 
WSAZ-TYV, Huntington; as well as 3 stations in Columbus, and 3 stations in 
Cincinnati. 


(Exhibits in official files of committee.) 


Nothing in the proposals before the Potter subcommittee would make service 
via television to these shaded areas either technically or economically feasible. 
They would serve only to eliminate a present service which is growing daily 
more adequate and more highly competitive. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WSAZ, INc., 
LAWRENCE H. Rogers II, 
Vice President and General Manager. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
June 25, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Forcign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have received a telegram from Mr. A. J. Mosby, man- 
ager of TV station KGVO of Missoula, Mont., which reads as follows: 
“Respectfully urge you call Senator Potter and urge support of the VHF 
position. A television freeze now would wreck us as we have tremendous invest- 
ment about ready to take the air. Thanks for your support.” 
(Signed) A. J. Mospy, KGVO-TY.” 
I would appreciate your giving Mr. Mosby’s views every consideration during 
your hearings on the television industry. 
With best personal wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MANSFIELD. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR Porter: Many of my constituents in the area of Lake Charles, 
La., are alarmed at the possibility of retroactive action in regard to the previously 
approved use of channel 7 by TV station KPLC at Lake Charles, La. 

After formal approval was given to the owners of this station to begin opera- 
tions, they have procured land and equipment involving the cost of many 
thousands of dollars. Construction has been under way for some time and this 
station should be operative in the very near future. I have assured the owners 
and my constituents who have appealed to me in this instance that I felt sure 
that your subcommittee, or you as chairman, would certainly never act in such 
extreme fashion as to cause unduly the loss of as large an amount of money as 
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they have invested in this station and, more important, to deny the many 
thousands of persons throughout southwest Louisiana acceptable television 
service which they could not otherwise receive. 

I do appreciate the fine work that you and your committee are doing in 
protecting the interests of the American public and I shall greatly appreciate 
it if you could at an early date give me indications which I could pass on to my 
constituents which will assure them of having this previously approved service 
without modification. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
T. A. THOMPSON, 
Member of Congress. 


WFMZ-TV—WFMZ (FM), 
PENN-ALLEN BROADCASTING Co., 
Allentown, Pa., June 24, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR PorreR: Inasmuch as the time for rebuttal arguments in the 
open hearings on UHF—VHF television was expended entirely by counsel for the 
UHF Coordinating Committee and the UHF Television Association, respectively, 
we would like to presume upon the courtesy of your committee in allowing 
us to present our further views by means of this written statement. 

First, may we explain that WFMZ-TV is not a member of either of the 
UHF groups. Prior to the hearings we listened carefully to the views of these 
sroups and found that on some fundamental points we could not, as a matter 
of conscience, ally ourselves with them. We refer specifically to the matters of 
“Government loans to distressed UHF operators” and “the immediate imposition 
of a freeze on television grants and construction permits.” This is not meant 
as criticism of these groups for both presented excellent arguments seeking the 
common objective which we all hold, namely, the oft-repeated phrase, ‘‘a nation- 
wide, truly competitive television system.” We hope your committee under- 
stands our decision to present our views independently, for we felt we could do 
so better by exercising complete freedom of thought and judgment unfettered 
by compromise to group agreements. 

After listening to every witness in every session of oral testimony and after 
reading all available testimony submitted in writing for the record we have 
come to the conclusion that no honest person could come out of this hearing 
holding the identical views with which he entered it. For the president of a 
great network down to the president of a small company like WFMZ-TYV in 
Allentown the views and facts presented were an education. No one could fail 
1o learn something about the other side of the problem that he did not appre- 
cite before—no one, with any humility, could help but wish he could retract 
some perhaps intemperate statement which he had made to illustrate a point. 
With so many industry leaders present the effect of this hearing in this respect 
alone will be greatly beneficial to the cooperation needed in carrying out what- 
ever recommendations your committee may fee! is necessary to achieve the 
desired objective for nationwide television. 

We would estimate that fully 50 percent of the testimony submitted on both 
sides dealt with the question of financial injury to individual operators. As 
great as this aspect is in a personal way to those affected (certainly including 
ourselves) we would like to repeat what we said before in making our presenta- 
tion, namely, that “We think it pertinent but not material to this controversy 
who utilizes what channels but that all channels necessary to a nationwide, 
truly competitive system be utilized.” [Emphasis added.] We were gratified 
to hear and we commend the chairman's statement that “The primary considera- 
tion of Congress will be to find ways and means to give the best possible televi- 
sion service to the public without trying to especially protect the interests of 
VHF or UHF broadcasters.” If this goal prevails, these hearings, so meagerly 
publicized except in the trade press, will be of great historical moment, for no 
one can guess except with underestimation the importance that a proper tele- 
vision system now has and will have to the greatness of this country. 

We would like to comment briefly in rebuttal to certain points made in ref- 
erence to the WFMZ-TY proposals. 
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1. Mr. Pierson, representing the VHF informal group, incorrectly referred to 
our proposal on power and antenna heights as limiting grade A service areas 
for VHF stations to a 20-mile radius. He pointed out that this was not feasible 
or practical in many areas of the country. He produced 4 witnesses in oral 
testimony (all from rural, sparsely settled areas) to illustrate his point. 
Practically all of the other VHF operators in written testimony also attacked 
this proposal to limit power and antenna heights on the same grounds, 

We respectfully call the attention of the committee to our testimony on page 11 
in which we said, “At the very heart of the UHF problem, we believe, is the 
excessive power and antenna heights granted to existing VHF stations, especially 
in major markets. It is our proposal that the Commission first enter into a 
rulemaking proceeding which would in effect fix new antenna heights and power 
requirements for VHF stations, looking toward confining the influence of each 
signal to roughly its own metropolitan district area. This should not be a blanket 
requirement fixed by zone 1, 2, or 3 as is now maintained in the sixth report plan, 
but upon a market-by-market basis. Such a plan as we now propose would sug- 
gest that in the heavily populated areas of the Northeast grade A and grade B 
contours would be considerably less than, for example, in the Far West, where 
perhaps even greater power and higher antenna heights than those now allowed 
should be granted.” [We have added the emphasis. ] 

The committee will recall that, in illustrating our proposal with the use of 
maps and overlays, that we specifically pointed out that the 20-mile radius for 
the grade A contour was an “arbitrary one” and used to illustrate only—since we 
did not have the preparation time to draw circles recommending a market-by- 
market basis, a prescribed mileage radius for each and every station. 

However, we will, if the committee requests it, undertake to do just that— 
although we feel the FCC, with its personnel and facilities, is better able and 
better qualified to perform this task. It is not insurmountable. 

2. We would now like to address ourselves to the letter to the chairman from 
Mr. Chris J. Witting, president of the Westinghouse Broadcasting Co., Inc. Mr. 
Witting, incidentally, up until a few months ago was director of the Du Mont 
television network. 

Mr. Witting, as I mentioned to the committee when questioned on this letter 
by the chairman, was forewarned about our testimony. We are sorry that we 
perhaps did not make ourselves clear in the preview session because he very 
obviously misunderstood the whole proposal. 

Our proposal did not in any way advocate eliminating all overlap among all 
stations. Quite the contrary—we specifically pointed out that the Allentown- 
Bethlehem-Easton area was one market—traditionally, socially, economically— 
and that, under our plan, it would receive at least four grade A signals allocated 
within its own market. Even with the suggested 20-mile limitation on the grade 
A service of the Philadelphia VHF stations, residents of the Allentown areé 
could avail themselves of the fringe area reception of those VHF stations if 
they felt they wanted to (which thousands did in the earlier years of television 
before institution of high powers and high towers). 

This application is equally true of the Hagerstown, Md., example used by 
Mr. Witting. If the committee will look once again at the illustrations we used— 
the maps and overlays—it will see that Hagerstown residents will not suffer from 
lack of service—at least four UHF signals will be available as well as fringe 
area VHF service from Washington and Baltimore. 

The purpose of our proposal was not to eliminate all overlap, but to limit the 
grade A blanketing of so many secondary markets capable of supporting local 
television by VHF stations in major markets. Its objective was and is to 
eliminate, insofar as it is technically possible, intermixture of VHF and UHF 
service in the same markets. 

Elimination of intermixture—or ‘“de-intermixture”’ among VHF and UHF 
stations has been endorsed (with however varying degrees of enthusiasm) by 
all the four networks. 

We believe this step is the only one which can technically be accomplished 
within perhaps a 3- to 6-month period and would, by itself, provide the first 
key to the survival of UHF. 

3. In regard to the removal of all television to the UHF, we would like to 
substantiate our statement on page 7 of our testimony which reads, “Once the 
objective is set—the goal defined—the engineering slide rules can turn out the 
technical answers to make it work.” 

For the past month we have been in touch with a group which is one of the 
foremost allocation and propagation teams in the country. For its own reasons 
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the company has asked us not to reveal the sources of our information now, 
but that we can make to your committee the statement that a nationwide, com- 
petitive system in the UHF band is possible, and that preliminary studies just 
completed prove this contention beyond doubt. We are sure that if this com- 
mittee recommends that such a shift to UHF is indicated, the expert knowledge 
of this firm would be put at the committee’s disposal. 

In conclusion, we reiterate that we gained much new information from the 
testimony given at these hearings. As a result we would like to suggest amend- 
ments to steps 1 and 3 of WF MZ-TYV's 3-point plan. 

1. Power and antenna heights 

(a) That the suggested intention of the cutback on powers and antenna 
heights be proposed for such period of time as to enable the development of 
UHF equipment fo much more equally match the service of VHF. When such a 
time comes, a determination then can be made as to the adequacy of the service 
being rendered to the people of the United States, and if determined inadequate 
for the best television service possible, consideration can then be given for the 
reinstitution of higher powers and higher antenna heights. 

(b) That implementation of the principle of eliminating excessive VHF over- 
lap may be accomplished in many markets by the relatively simple application 
of directional antennas. This would allow, in instances where necessary and 
desirable, for increased coverage in one direction while protecting the service 
area of another market in the opposite direction. In some cases even the 
application of “antenna beam-tilt” might be all that is necessary. 

(c) The use of booster or satellite stations was not mentioned in our previ- 
ous testimony. We think there are many applications of this principle which 
would be highly desirable and we would like to amend our testimony to include 
the judicious use of boosters and satellite stations wherever, in the public inter- 
est, this is desirable for the adequate service of ‘more people. 

2. Gradual evolution of all television stations to the UHF band 

As the result of hearing and reading other testimony, it appears to us that, 
if engineering predictions are correct, retention of the VHF band to servicewide, 
sparsely settled areas might indeed be desirable. It should not be difficult for 
the FCC to define those areas where vast and difficult terrain renders the ultra- 
high frequencies less efficient to give proper service. 

The fortunate aspect of this solution is that in practically all areas where 
such VHF service might be needed, there is no scarcity of VHF channels—in 
contrast to the geographical areas in the United States where population density 
and proximity of cities and towns will not allow a compefitive situation using 
only VHF channels. 

With all the sincerity at our command we wish to endorse the chairman’s 
statements at the conclusion of the hearings. We, as one company, now feel 
assured that whatever action the committee recommends will be for the express 
interest of this Nation and its people. We also want to wholeheartedly endorse 
the statements referring to the integrity and sense of public service on the part 
of the Federal Communications Commission. We, in our judgment, think the 
majority erred in its sixth report concepts, but we respect them highly. 

And, in a final word, may we commend the work of Mr. Nicholas Zapple in 
handling the many difficult ramifications that this hearing entailed. His 
demonstration of neutrality and his courteous and willing help to all witnesses 
deserves the thanks and admiration of all concerned. 

Thank you for allowing us to make what we earnestly hope has been some 
small measure of contribution toward greater enlightenment on this most 
important problem. 

Respectfully submitted. 

RaYMonp F.. Koun, President. 


Senator Porrrr. I would like the comments of the Federal Trade 
Commission on 8. 3095 made a part of the record; also correspondence 
from Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel; Knox La Rue, KTVU, Stock, 
ton, Calif.; Raymond F. Kohn, WEMZ_TV. Allentown, Pa., William 
L. Putnam, Springfield, Mass., and a technical report of an experi- 
mental investigation of engineering aspects of a UHF booster in- 
stallation. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, April 23, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of March 10, 1954, 
requesting such comments as the Commission might care to offer concerning 5. 
3095, 88d Congress, 2d session, a bill to regulate multiple ownership of television 
broadcast stations. 

The proposed legislation would further amend the Communications Act of 
1934 by adding a new section which would require the Federal Communications 
Commission to deny any application for a television broadcast station license in 
the event the applicant has interests in other television broadcast stations in 
excess of limits established by the section. 

The subject of licensing television broadcast stations is outside the jurisdic- 
tion of the Federal Trade Commission. The bill does not purport to amend any 
of the laws administered by the Commission, and, if enacted, would not affect its 
duties and functions. The Commission, therefore, is not in a position to make 
any useful comment upon the proposed legislation. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Sincerely yours, 
EpWArp F. Howrey, Chairman. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
June 30, 1954 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, United States Senate. 
Dear SENATOR Porrer: You will recall that I stated that John Burton, vice 
president, business, Cornell University, spoke to me about submitting a state- 
ment or rather, a summary of information re daytime operation of radio sta- 
tions, which he desired to have presented to our committee during the present 
hearings. 
This matter is so important and of such interest that I think it should become 
a part of the record of our proceedings. Accordingly, I am enclosing to you 
herewith 1 original and 2 copies of the same, so that the original may be incor- 
porated into the record. 
Sincerely, 
ANDY SCHOEPPEL. 


SUMMARY OF INFORMATION RE DAYTIME OPERATION OF RADIO STATIONS 


On February 20, 1945, the FCC commenced a rulemaking proceeding to deter- 
mine the future status of clear channel and daytime stations which operate 
on the clear channels. 

On May 8, 1947, this proceeding was enlarged to determine the existence and 
extent of skywave transmissions of these stations during daytime hours. 

In both proceedings considerable engineering evidence was presented, and it 
was generally agreed by the engineers and the Commissioners that the two prob- 
lems were closely intertwined. 

However, on March 12, 1954, the FCC announced that it was proposing to de- 
cide the question of daytime skywave without reference to the ultimate disposi- 
tion of the clear-channel question. In this proposal the Commission asserts that 
certain interference will result during the period of 2 hours after the sun rises, 
and for 2 hours prior to sunset. As a result the following has been suggested by 
the Commission: 

1. That eight stations located in New York, New Hampshire, Missouri, Illinois, 
and Ohio be immediately ordered to curtail their broadcasts during the sunset 
period. 

2. That certain engineering rules be adopted recognizing the interference dur- 
ing the yostsunrise and presunset periods of the day and that at a later time 
a decision be made on whether existing daytime stations be restricted by reducing 
the hours of their operation. 
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3. That certain stations now authorized to operate unlimited time be required 
during these designated huurs to alter the manner in which they now broadcast. 

A series of oral arguments is scheduled to be heard on these subjects during 
the next 60 days. 

If carried to conclusion, this proposal may immediately affect eight stations 
but may ultimately affect the operation of several hundred daytime only stations. 
A curtail of the hours of these stations will have a drastic effect on their income, 
and in some cases will cause a loss of as much as 25 percent of the total revenue. 
This is particularly true since the hours involved are the most attractive for 
advertisers. In view of the limited income that daytime stations receive, such a 
loss of revenue would indeed be serious. 

Of greater import would be the loss of service to the public from these daytime 
stations. In many communities, the only local broadcast service comes from 
the stations that will be affected. In rural areas these stations, in many cases, 
provide the only reliable information on weather, news, and vital happenings 
in the area. 

In view of the Commission’s recognition in 1947 that the problem of daytime 
skywave and clear-channel operation are intertwined, it would appear illegal and 
illogical at the present time to separate the two subjects. This is particularly 
true since it is hoped that the ultimate decision in the clear-channel case might 
recognize the great public need for expanding the hours of daytime stations rather 
than curtailing them. 


KTVU, CenrTRAL VALLEYS TELEVISION, 
Stockton, Calif., July 11, 1954. 
Senator CHARLES POTTER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Porter: Congressman Moss has contacted me recently regarding 
my communication to you with reference to his testimony in the UHF hearings 
and my objections to his testimony. Congressman Moss has assured me of his 
good intentions in making that testimony, and, because of the nature of his 
statements, I am willing to accept his word that he made his statements in good 
faith. I would like to suggest that the charges made in my original letter be 
disregarded. 

I wish to apologize to Congressman Moss for making these charges. They 
were, however, as I pointed out in my previous letter, based on press reports of 
his testimony and it appeared to me that such charges were warranted at the 
time. 

The fact remdins, however, that Congressman Moss’ testimony is still inac- 
curate. There is, according to my best information, more than a single primary 
service available to the viewers in the Sacramento area. I submit a letter 
dated July 2, 1954, written by Robert L. Hammett, the consulting radio engineer 
whose work is accepted and recognized by the FCC. A copy of this letter is 
attached. Mr. Hammett, contrary to Congressman Moss’s allegations, set forth 
that there is more TV service available in Sacramento than that of KCCC. I 
feel sure that Congressman Moss will wish to completely revise his testimony 
in view of the facts set forth, since his testimony is obviously inaccurate. 

Sincerely, 
Knox La Rue. 

Copies for Congressmen Moss and Leroy Johnson. 


Sawn Francisco 3, Cauir., July 2, 1954. 
Mr. Knox La Rvg, 
Station KTVU, 
Stockton, Calif. 

Dear Mr. La Rue: This is in reply to your recent request for a summary of 
the coverage measurements which were made on Station KTVU. 

An extensive series of field-intensity measurements was made by my firm 
during January 1954 to determine the coverage provided by Station KTVU in 
the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valley areas. The measurements were made 
in areas chosen to provide information on coverage of the major centers of 
population and also to provide supplemental information on the directivity pat- 
tern of the KTVU transmitting antenna. 

As a result of the above work it was found that Station KTVU provides grade 
A service, within the meaning of the Federal Communications Commission rules, 
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to an area within the Central Valley extending from approximately 7 miles north 
of Sacramento to approximately 10 miles south of Modesto. Grade B service 
is provided to a substantially greater area. 

As you know, the KTVU transmitting plant was designed to give the maximum 
possible service to the Central Valley. The use of a 12-kilowatt transmitter 
and a specially designed directional antenna has resulted in an extensive service 
area. Based on measurements made by the General Electric Co. on the an- 
tenna system, the installation has achieved its designed power of 540 kilowatts 
effective radiation in the direction of Sacramento. Satisfactory television serv- 
ice, grade A or better, is rendered to the major cities of Modesto, Stockton, Lodi, 
Sacramento, and North Sacramento. 

If I can provide you with further information relative to the performance 
measurements, please feel free to call on me. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert L. HAMMETT, 
Consulting Radio Engineer. 


JULY 8, 1954. 
Mr. Knox La Rue, 
Vice President and General Manager, KTVU, 
Stockton, Calif. 

Dear Mr. LA Rue: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 28, 
1954 in which you refer to the testimony of Congressman John B. Moss, Jr., 
before the Subcommittee on Communications of the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee which held hearings on the status and develop- 
ment of UHF television stations. 

You request in your letter that Congressman Moss’s “testimony be stricken 
from the record on the basis that his testimony is unqualified since he has no 
personal knowledge of the situation in this area.” 

This is to inform you that the Congressman’s testimony is in the record and 
will remain part of the record. However, you can rest assured that the views 
expressed in your letter wil be given full consideration by the committee when 
it considers the various proposals that were submitted during the hearings. 

It should be noted that the hearings were announced on April 7 and all in- 
terested parties were invited to testify. The hearings were not completed until 
June 22, 1954. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E, PoTrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications. 


KTVU, CenrrALt VALLEYS TELEVISION, 
Stockton, Calif., June 28, 1954. 
Senator CHAries E. Porter, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Dear SENATOR Porrer: I have been reading with considerable interest the 
accounts of your subcommittee hearings on the UHF problem. I only wish that 
I could afford to be there because I certainly have plenty to say about the treat- 
ment that we have received from some networks—ABC, to be specific. 

I note in the June 21 issue of the magazine Broadcasting-Telecasting an ac- 
count of the testimony of Congressman Jobn BE. Moss, Jr. (Democrat, California). 
Congressman Moss represents the district including Sacramento, Calif. Con- 
gressman Moss is either (1) lying; (2) ignorant of what he is talking about, 
having, undoubtedly, been coached by the VHF applicants in Sacramento, or (3) 
he hasn’t been in Sacramento for so long he doesn’t know what is going on. 
Let us give Congressman Moss the benefit of the doubt and say that he just 
hasn’t been in his home area for a long, long time. Congressman Moss’ state- 
ment, Which is so wrong, is that channel 40, KCCC-TV, renders the only primary 
service to Sacramento. Since December 18, 1953 (we had an election after 
that—I’d think he would come home for that anyway) KTVU, channel 36, the 
most powerful station in the United States, licensed for Stockton, Calif., has 
been .providing primary service to Sacramento, Stockton, and Moriesto, Calif. 
Our consulting engineers advise us that we have suflicient signal over Sacra- 
mento to be licensed as a Sacramento station as well as a Stockton station, 
hence, Sacramento has two primary services from UHF. 

Congressman Moss’ concern about the fact that, on the one hand, people are 
not buying TV sets because they wish to wait until local VHF goes on the air, 
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and then, on the other hand, noting that KCCC would not be injured because 
of wide UHF set circulation already in the market, seems to be a bit contra- 
dictory. (Or did his coaching go wrong there again?) 

It is true the penetration of sets in the Sacramento area is about 53 percent. 
I would like to point out, however, that in the past year the number of sets 
in the Sacramento area, and the Stockton area, too, for that matter, has 
doubled. All the dealers in this area have sold as many sets in the past year 
as they sold in the preceding 4 years when they had only a fringe signal from 
San Francisco to view. Let us suggest that Congressman Moss come home and 
find out actually what is happening in the area of California he so ably 
represents, 

I would like to ask, altho I am sure that this is completely out of order, that 
Congressman Moss’ testimony be stricken from the record on the basis that his 
testimony is unqualified since he has no personal knowledge of the situation 
in this area, judging from what he is reported to have said, and that his testi- 
mony is, in fact, untrue. 

Sincerely, 
Knox La RUE, 
Vice President and General Manager. 
KL :msl 
Copies to Congressman Moss and Congressman Johnson. 


WFMZ-TV—WFMZ (FM), 
PENN-ALLEN Broapcastine Co., 
Allentown, Pa., July 8, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. Porrer, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator Porrer: We know the record is closed, but we should like to 
submit the enclosed clipping for your information. It vividly illustrates the 
whole thesis of our testimony and especially the overlay exhibit concerning the 
eastern Pennsylvania area. 

The grade A predicted contour which we used in that exhibit was 46 miles, 
based on procedures as set forth in the FCC Standards of Good Engineering 
Practices. The 35-county area coverage claimed by this press release greatly 
exceeds the area which we depicted. This points up how conservative we were 
in using the 46-mile radius. 

The basic question involved here is, “Is it more important to the public interest 
for WCAU-TY to increase its coverage from 4 million people to 6 million people 
than it is for Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Atlantic City, York, Reading and 
other markets to have their own television stations, and thus provide the 
element of local expression to their communities?’ 

We know you are well aware of the effect these superpower VHF stations 
have on the development of UHF. We have great faith, as a result of the 
conscientious and thorough way the hearing were conducted, that if anything 
should and can be done, you and your committee will not hesitate to recommend 
it and follow through to see that it is done. 

Respectfully yours, 
RAYMOND F. Koun, President. 


[Radio and Television Daily, Wednesday, July 7, 1954] 
WCAU-TV Power ur To MAxiImum Topay 


Philadelphia—Doubling its coverage area to reach a total of 6 million people, 
WCAU-TYV switches to maximum power today as it starts operating from its 
new 1,000-foot sky tower. The new tower is the tallest structure ever built 
in the City of Brotherly Love, twice as high as city hall, announces Donald W. 
Thornburgh, president and general manager of the WCAU stations. The in- 
crease in power to the FCC maximum of 316,000 watts and the change to maxi- 
height brings about a tenfold increase in power, Thornburgh announces, enabling 
an addition of 2 million to its viewing audience. 

The new, more powerful signal will reach a 4-state, 35-county area, with a 
clear picture to be seen as far west as Lancaster and the Appalachian foothills 
to the north. New sections of Maryland, and Deleware will be able to receive 
the channel 10 station, as will the entire southern New Jersey coast. 
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Construction on the sky tower and a concrete masonry building housing a 
newly designed 50,000 watt transmitted and a 10,000 watt FM transmitter was 
begun last March. During the past 2 weeks, WCAU-TV made a series of early 
morning air tests so that servicemen could check reception. Reports received 
from New York City, Richmond, Va., Buffalo and other distant points indicated 
that the station was being received with superior quality and brightness. 


SPRINGFIELD TELEVISION BROADCASTING CoORP., 
Springfield 3, Mass., July 8, 1954. 
ator CrarLEs PoTTeR 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Porter: I wish to thank you again for your kind consideration 
of my testimony and my correspondence with you. 

To bring you up to date on what has happened, from our own experience, I 
would like to send you herewith a letter we received today from the FCC. As 
you will note this letter was written a month after we wrote. I do hope that 
your committee will, in some manner, force the FCC to act with considerably 
greater speed. In this case it has taken them 1 month, apparently, to do 
nothing. 

I hope you will be able to get them to do something much quicker than that. 
Certainly the evidence that you have at hand indicates that drastic action is 
urgently needed. 

Very respectfully yours, 
WituiAM L. Putnam, Treasurer. 


JuLy 8, 1954. 
Mr. Roset H. Hype, 
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hype: I am very grateful for the personal attention you have 
given me in your letter of July 7, however I note that despite the length of the 
letter you really haven’t said anything encouraging. 

I realize that you have serious problems to consider regarding television 
allocations and power limitations, also that there are a lot of other considera 
tions before the Commission, but it would seem to me that it is about time that 
you began to do something to correct these inequities. There has been a lot of 
talk, a lot of long letters and vast amount of testimony and no action. 

I realize that my requests embody changes of your rules but it is getting rather 
critical for us, I know, and I wonder what you are going to do and when you are 
going to do it. 

I hope you will accomplish something and that it is not too little, or too late. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Wit1iaM L, Purnam, Treasurer. 
Mr. WILLIAM L, PUTNAM, 
Springfield Television Broadcasting Corp., 
Springfield, Mass. 

DEAR Mr. PuTNAM: This is in response to your letter of June 8, 1954, regard- 
ing a recent application by teievision station WNHC-TV to increase power. 
You ask whether this is really necessary in order to permit coverage of the 
New Haven area and ask that action be postponed if possible because of the 
serious effect on the operation of UHF television station WWLP. 

I am greatly appreciative of your interest in writing me further concerning 
UHF television and its problems. Commission rules expressly provide for power 
increases such as requested by WNHC-TYV, and the Commission in general has 
encouraged the operation of all stations with maximum permissible power. 
Under the circumstances you will appreciate the problem that might arise in 
the absence of a change of existing policies, from action delaying consideration 
of that application. However, as you are aware, the general UHF problem has 
recently been the subject of a hearing now in progress before the Senate Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee. The Commission. is keenly aware of 
the difficulties affecting UHF broadcasting and in addition to its own consideration 
of the problem is cooperating fully with the Senate committee. Let me assure 
you that every effort will be made to find a solution that will permit effective 
utilization of the UHF television channels. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roset H. Hype, Chairman. 
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TECHNICAL Report—PTR—-408 


An Experimental Investigation of the Engineering Aspects of a 
UHF Booster Installation 


By J. Epstein, W. C. Morrison, and O. M. Woodward, Jr. 


RCA LABORATORIES DIVISION, 
Rapro Corp, oF AMERICA, 
Princeton, N. J. 


TECHNICAL REPORT 


Title——An experimental investigation of the engineering aspects of a UHF 
booster installation. 

Object.—The object of this project was to examine the use of a booster to fill 
in the area inadequately covered by the primary station. A complete booster 
equipment including antennas and amplifier was installed and field tested at 
Vicksburg, Miss., 35 miles distant from the primary station WJTV, channel 
25, Jackson, Miss. 

Conclusion.—The measurements and observations of the performance of the 
booster at Vicksburg successfully demonstrate the feasibility of this method in 
covering a low-signal area. The project is further confirmation that a good 
engineering estimate of the e. r. p. required to establish a given grade of service 
can be made once the topography of the given area is known. 

The performance obtained with components of the booster system indicate 
that there are no major technical difficulties present with the approach used. 

This report includes photos Nos. 9166, 9167, 9188, 9189, 9190, 9199, 9200, 9213, 
9214. 

Work done by: Jess Epstein, Wendell C. Morrison, J. B. Rankin, O. M. Wood- 
ward, Jr. 

Report prepared by: Jess Epstein, Wendell C. Morrison, O. M. Woodward, Jr. 


INTRODUCTION 


During the past year there has been an increasing notice on the part of various 
broadcasters of studies showing that the coverage obtained with the same ef- 
fective radiated power at UHF was substantially lower than that obtained at 
VHF. These studies have clearly indicated that the losses caused by hills, 
trees, and buildings increase with frequency. 

RCA has been engaged in a program to examine the use of satellites or 
boosters to fill in the areas not served by the primary station. The FCC has 
established definitions of these two terms. A satellite is a low-power trans- 
mitter Operating on a channel other than the main station channel and 
receiving the signal by either direct reception, microwave, or cable. A booster 
is an arrangement of equipment located near the secondary area to be covered, 
which picks up the signal on a receiving antenna, amplifies the signal, and re- 
radiates the signal on the same channel by means of an antenna directed toward 
the required area. 

After considering the various possibilities, we decided to experiment with 
booster operation. This decision was not made on the basis that the booster was 
superior to the satellite. The satellite operation does not raise any basic techni- 
cal problems, since standard VHF and UHF equipment could be employed in 
conjunction with a good receiving system. 

The concept of the booster is not new but, to our knowledge, this is the first 
time that such an operation at UHF has been reported. A VHF system similar 
in principle was installed and operated by WSM-—TV, channel 4, Nashville, Tenn. 

After a lengthy study of a number of situations, we selected WJTV, channel 
25, in Jackson, Miss., as a likely candidate for a cooperative effort. This station, 
with an effective radiated power of 17.7 kilowatts, was said to have trouble in 
covering Vicksburg, Miss., located about 35 miles west of WJTV. The major 
portion of the town is shielded from the station by a ridge of hills. 

A preliminary survey was made in Vicksburg to determine whether there 
were any receiving sites where a reasonably noise-free picture could be ob- 
tained. Several such locations were found. 

The site chosen is located in the far northern end of town. The reason for 
this choice will be discussed later. 

It might be well at this point to discuss the general factors which determine 
the components of the booster installation. The obvious starting point is the 
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input power to the booster amplifier needed to obtain a noise-free picture. This, 
of course, will determine the required power gain of the receiving antenna for 
known values of field strength. The pattern of the transmitting antenna is 
determined by the area to be covered. In the case of Vicksburg a pattern was 
chosen which would roughly provide constant field strength in the required area 
This then determines the power gain of the transmitting antenna. We then 
specify the e. r. p. needed to obtain the grade of service required. This in turn 
determines the power output of the amplifier and hence the gain, which in turn 
sets the amount of attenuation needed between the input and output terminals of 
the amplifier. Severe ghosting of the booster output will occur if the coupling 
between the receiving and transmitting antennas is sufficiently high. Experi- 
ments indicate that the attenuation required to obtain a ghost-free picture should 
be 15 to 20 decibels higher than the amplifier gain. 

An examination of figure 1 will now indicate the reason for the site choice 
of the booster. The Vicksburg area is approximately at right angles to the 
radial between Jackson and Vicksburg. The receiving and transmitting anten- 
nas are located 100 feet apart on the radial drawn toward Jackson. Consequently 
the main lobes of the two antennas are approximately at right angles to one 
another. The coupling between the antennas for this orientation is low. Another 
factor of importance is that the receiving antennas in the Vicksburg area which 
are oriented toward the booster will receive minimum interference from WJTV 
because of their directivity. A similar condition prevails in the Jackson area for 
those antennas receiving Jackson. It will be realized, of course, that this condi- 
tion only holds in a general way for the region between the booster and WJTV 
antennas. 

The measurements made at a height of 50 feet in the vicinity of the booster 
location gave field strengths of the order of 66 decibels (uv/meter). This nota- 
tion means that the field strength is 66 decibels above a uv/meter. On this basis 
it was concluded that a receiving antenna having a gain of 100 with respect to a 
half-wave dipole would give a noise-free picture. As a matter of good engineer- 
ing one should use a receiving antenna with as high a gain as is practical. Fora 
required power output, the gain of the amplifier is less and hence the require- 
ments on attenuation between receiving and transmitting antennas are less strin- 
gent. The power gain of the transmitting antenna as deduced from pattern 
conso idations was also in the order of 100. A general estimate of the Vicks- 
burg topography indicated that an e. r. p. of one kilowatt would be required to 
obtain adequate coverage. On the basis of an antenna gain of 100, this indicated 
that a 10-watt amplifier would be needed. Hence, on the basis of the anticipated 
input power, an amplifier having a gain of approximately 85 decibels would be 
required. 

PRINCETON TESTS 


The equipment was constructed at Princeton, and the entire system was oper- 
ated before shipping it to Vicksburg. The primary problems depended on our 
ability to amplify the picture and sound signals through the same amplifier chain 
without crosstalk or distortion and obtain the necessary attenuation between the 
two antennas. 

The constructional and design details of both amplifier and the antennas are 
given in subsequent sections. 

A measurement of the attenuation between the receiving and transmitting 
antennas as a function of separation is shown in figure 2. A separation of 100 
feet between the antennas was chosen on the basis of this measurement. 

The two antennas were then located 100 feet apart and with the same relative 
orientation as they would have in Vicksburg. (See fig. 1.) Since it was im- 
practical to mount the two antennas on supporting poles, the relative orientation 
was obtained by rotating the vertical axis of each antenna parallel to the ground. 
The antennas were connected to the input and output terminals of the amplifier 
with 154-inch copper line. A signal generator operating at 537.25 megacycles 
and suitably modulated was fed into an antenna placed 200 feet from the booster 
receiving antenna. The output of the signal generator was set to produce field 
strengths of the value measured in Vicksburg. The amplified signal was moni- 
tored and observed with s. TV receiver. As was expected, severe ghosting 0oc- 
curred with an amplifier guin of 85 decibels since the attenuation between the two 
antenna terminals was around 90 decibels. The additional attenuation was ob- 
tained by bridging the input and output terminals of the amplifier with a length 
of RG-9/U cable having the required time delay. The details of determining the 
time delay are given in appendix 1. The components of the system with the feed- 
back loop are shown in figure 3. The essential criteria for the successful opera- 
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tion of this circuit is that the phase shift versus frequency curve be linear. In 
order to cancel the coupled signal between antennas, it is necessary to be able 
to control the time delay, RF phase, and magnitude of the fed-back signal. With 
this indicated circuit we obtained the necessary attenuation to permit the ampli- 
fier to operate with a gain of 85 decibels. Tests were made to assure ourselves 
that all components were functioning normally. The equipment was then shipped 
to Vicksburg. 
VICKSBURG TESTS 


The booster site chosen in Vicksburg is shown in figure 4. The receiving 
antenna was centered on the east face of a water tower which stood on the 
premises. The tank shown in figure 5 is aproximately 30 feet in diameter and 
20 feet high, with its center 110 feet above the ground. The transmitting an- 
tenna shown in figure 6 is set on a wooden tower 100 feet away on a radial drawn 
between WJTV and the receiving tower. The center of the transmitting antenna 
is 90 feet above the ground. The test house containing the amplifier was located 
at the base of the receiving tower. The antennas were connected to the ampli- 
fier with seven-eighths inch Styroflex transmission line. The length of line 
between the receiving antenna and amplifier was 100 feet and between the trans- 
mitting antenna and amplifier, 200 feet. Provisions were made so that the 
physical orientation of each antenna, both in azimuth and elevation, could be 
made on the towers. 

The measured input voltage to the amplifier from WJTV was 4.2 millivolts 
which is approximately 10 decibels greater than the voltage obtained for a 
50-foot height of receiving antenna. The attenuation between the antennas 
was around 105 decibels. This made the use of a feedback loop unnecessary 
since the difference between the required amplifier gain of 75 decibels and the 
105 decibels of attenuation is 30 decibels. A feedback loop was inserted in the 
interest of determining how much improvement could be made on the 105 decibel 
figure. The test was not successful in that no measurable improvement could 
be observed. It was concluded that the improvement was masked by the limits 
of our present measuring equipment. 

The transmitting antenna was oriented so that the main beam was directed 
toward the location indicated in figure 4. This choice was made on the basis 
that optimum coverage of the Vicksburg area would be obtained for this con- 
dition. 

In making the field tests, we were interested in determining several important 
factors. First, a thorough sampling of the field strengths in the primary Vicks- 
burg area for both the booster and WJTV. Second, a determination of critical 
areas surrounding Vicksburg in which trouble might be expected because of the 
difficulty in discrifminating against the unwanted signal. Third, a determina- 
tion of the ratio of the desired to undesired signals. 

The field strength measurements were made at a height of 30 feet. It is quite 
likely that the field strengths obtained for typical home installations would be 
higher than those obtained in this survey but no exact determination of this 
point was obviously possible. 

The field strengths for the Vicksburg area for both the booster and WJTV 
have been analyzed statistically and are shown in figure 7. The ratio of the 
two signals has also been analyzed and is shown in figure 8. The conclusions 
are self-evident. The median ratio of booster to Jackson signals is 23 decibels. 
This means that WJTV would have to increase its power 200 times in order to 
achieve the same results as with the booster. The power required by WJTV to 
obtain the same coverage as the booster for a larger percentage of the locations 
can easily be determined from the curve. The same curve indicates that the 
contemplated increase in power of WJTV to 12.5 kilowatts will only recapture 
about 4 percent of the indicated locations. It is difficult to estimate the grade 
of service that would be rendered by the booster although it would appear to 
be grade A. It is well to consider, in light of the field strengths measured for 
the booster, the magnitude of e.r.p. needed to establish acceptable service in 
a given area. The free space signal at 2.5 miles is 95 decibels (uv/meter). The 
median measured field strength for the booster is 70 decibels (yv/meter) which 
represents a loss of 25 decibels. A pertinent question to ask is whether this 
loss could have been anticipated from a knowledge of profiles and the density 
of trees and houses. 

A series of profiles extending from the booster through the main part of town 
is shown in figure 9. Examination of these shows that most of the receiving 
area is shadowed for the transmitting height used at the booster. This means 
that in addition to the diffraction loss, that a high loss would be expected for local 
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utter due to trees and houses since the angle of approach for the propagated 
wave is very low. A conservative estimate of the loss for this case would be 

bout 25 or 380 decibels based on the work reported in the paper An Experimental 
Study of Wave Propagation at 850 megacycles.. Hence we might expect median 
field strengths of around 65 to 70 decibels uv/meter). This checks the measured 

edian remarkably well. 

The undesired signal appears as a displaced image with respect to the desired 
signal. In Vicksburg the booster signal will generally be displaced to the right 
of the Jackson signal. Measurements were made to determine the ratio of the 

esired to undesired signal required to receive a ghost-free picture indicate that 
this value lies between 15 to 20 decibels. 

‘The areas in which we might expect equal field strengths from Jackson and 
the booster is shown in figure 4. The determination of this region was made by 
analyzing the data shown in figures 10, 11, 12, 18, and 14. A knowledge of specific 
receiving antenna patterns is necessary to properly interpret this data. Let us 
assume that the antenna has a pattern discrimination of desired to undesired 
signal of 10/1 in voltage. This would mean there would be no area in which 
the desired signal could not be obtained and that a ghost-free picture could be 
received. Suppose, however, that the receving antenna pattern discrimination 
was less than 10/1. If Jackson were desired, it would be necessary to advance 
toward Jackson in order to obtain the desired 10/1 ratio of Jackson to booster 
signal. Conversely, if the booster signal is desired, one would have to move 
toward the booster. The area between these two contours would then represent 
a region where neither signal could be obtained free from ghosting. It becomes 
obvious then that the area in which a picture with a ghost will be received de- 
pends upon the individual receiving antenna characteristics. 

Another factor of importance is a determination of how the expected field 
strength contours of WJTV might be affected by the booster. This curve is 
shown in figure 15 and is based on the FCC F (50, 10) curves for channels 
14-83. These curves are conservative in that they are based on an e. r. p. of 
1 kilowatt for the booster in all azimuth directions. Even so they indicate that 
the cochannel interference would not be materially altered since the contours 
of the booster lie well within those of WJTV. When WJTYV increases its e. r. p. 
the station’s contours will be even better protected. The actual contours of 
the booster would be directly related to the radiation pattern of the transmitting 
antenna. 

THE AMPLIFIER 


The decision to use a 10-watt amplifier that carries both sound and picture 
information presents certain problems. First, there must be negligible cross- 
modulation between the two signals. Second, the response must be relatively 
constant over the entire six megacycle channel. Third, the system must have 
adequate gain to produce normal output—with minimum noise contribution— 
for the minimum input level. Finally, automatic gain control should be pro- 
vided to keep the output constant. A further consideration was the complexity 
of the equipment. Realizing that a simpler, and therefore less costly unit, could 
be utilized in smaller communities, one goal was to simplify the amplifier as 
much as possible. 

METHODS CONSIDERED 


Several different approaches were available. The signal could be demodu- 
lated to both video and audio frequencies and then these signals used to re- 
modulate two separate small transmitters. This would offer the advantages 
that known techniques could be utilized, the video signals could be subjected to 
well-known cleanup procedures and phase and amplitude corrections could be 
applied as desired. The difficulties would involve such things as separate 
frequency control (which would result in the well-known venetian-blind type 
of interference in some areas unless certain frequency relations are maintained) 
and the necessity of providing a sideband filter with its increased cost and 
complexity. 

With regard to the interterence problem just mentioned, tests have shown? that 
for two cochannel stations with unsynchronized carriers, the desired signal must 


1An Experimental Study of Wave Propagation at 850 megacycles, J. Epstein and D. W. 
Peterson, IRE, May 1953. 

2A Study of Cochannel and Adjacent-Channel Interference of Television Signals, pt. I 
Cochannel Studies, RCA Review, Vol. XI., No. 1, March 1950, p. 99. s 
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be 54 decibels stronger than the undesired to make the interference just percep- 
tible. If the carriers are synchronized, a difference of 40 decibels is required. If 
the carriers are offset 101% kilocycles a difference at 36 decibels is adequate. The 
above information was obtained with different video information on the two 
carriers. From very limited observations made at Vicksburg, it appears that for 
synchronized carriers and pictures—such as is the case with a booster amplifier— 
the desired signal need be only 20 decibels stronger than the undesired to make 
the interfering picture just perceptible. 

A second approach would be to heterodyne both sound and picture carriers 
down to some intermediate frequency, amplify, and then reheterodyne the signals 
back to the original frequencies for radiation. A numerical example of this for 
channel 25, which extends from 536 to 542 megacycles, would be to use a local 
oscillator frequency of 583 megacycles. This would heterodyne the incoming 
signals to an IF channel extending from 47 to 41 megacycles. After amplification 
this band would again be mixed with the 583 megacycle local oscillator to give 
the difference-frequency band of 536 to 542 megacycles which is identical to the 
incoming frequencies. Note, however, that an upper sideband of from 630 to 624 
megacycles would be produced. The advantages of this approach are the pos- 
sibility of using certain standard components; for example, a UHF head-end from 
a receiver and the [IF strip might be modified for such services. Also it might be 
easier to obtain the required gain at the lower frequency. The disadvantages 
of this approach are that the extraneous side band, as pointed out above, must 
be eliminated from the output and that a high-level mixer would have to be built 
which carried both the sound and picture signals without producing cross-modula- 
tion. The extraneous side-band would be easier to eliminate if the IF frequency 
were made higher. However, this nullifies the advantage of using available 
components. The cross-modulation problem is minimized by working with smaller 
signals. This rapidly leads to the conclusion that several amplifiers must follow 
the mixer, and therefore there is no advantage to using the double heterodyning 
process. 

The third approach is to use straight amplification at the carrier frequencies. 
The principle disadvantage to this approach is that nothing can be done to 
improve the video signal in passing through the amplifier. Therefore, it is 
essential that any distortions encountered in the amplifier be negligible. Simi- 
larly, the system must be sufficiently linear to eliminate any cross-modulation 
difficulties. 

This last method is the one we chose to use. In order to provide a linear 
system, we planned to use class A amplification throughout. An additional 
factor which had considerable effect on the design was our interest in building 
this amplifier as rapidly as possible. This led us to use available power sup- 
plies and cavities that had been used previously in a small UHF transmitter. 
The anticipated system would utilize in cascade a low-noise preamplifier, a 
variable-gain voltage amplifier, several additional voltage amplifiers (these 
could use small receiving type tubes), and then two of the available cavities 
which employed type 4X150A tubes for the IPA and power amplifier stages. 
Automatic gain control would operate from the composite output-line voltage 
to control the variable-gain amplifiers. 


Tue Low-LeveL VOLTAGE AMPLIFIERS 


A number of design arrangements for the low-level voltage amplifiers were 
considered. The method chosen was especially attractive because of the adapt- 
ability to operation over the entire UHF band. The interior of one of these 
amplifiers is shown in figure 16, and the circuit in figure 17. It is a grounded- 
grid stage utilizing a type 6GAN4 tube. The input circuit is not tunable, but 
the component values have been chosen to make the input impedance very 
close to 75 ohms resistance over the channel 25 band. The output circuit uses 
a one-half-wave line with capacitive loading available to tune the lower UHF 
channels. Output coupling is provided by a series capacitor appropriately 
tapped on the plate line. This tap point was chosen to give a midband gain 
of 10 decibels and a band width flat within 14% decibels over the 6-megacycle 
channel. The bandwidth of one of these amplifiers is shown in figure 18. The 
markers are at 1-megacycle intervals. These amplifiers have a noise figure 
of approximately 12 decibels. The power requirements are 6.3 volts at 225 
milliamperes for the heater and 200 volts at 11 milliamperes (varies somewhat 
between tubes) for the plate. This unit type construction has proven very 
desirable to simplify the fabrication and for other reasons which will be appar- 
ent later. The subassembly of five of the amplifiers is shown in figure 18A. 
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The variable gain requirement was something of a problem. In discussing 
the subject with others, it was evident that TV receiver designers had encoun- 
tered considerable trouble because the process of changing the gain resulted 
in a change in band width. Our experience turned out to be the same. How- 
ever, in our case we were not limited by economics to a single stage as in the 
case of receivers, and found that by utilizing 2 stages appropriately tuned, the 
band width remained practically constant over a 50-decibel range. The physical 
structure of the variable-gain stages is nearly identical to the previously de- 
scribed voltage amplifier. The only difference consists of tying the grid of the 
tube to a plate which is then bypassed to ground, so that a control voltage 
can be applied to the grid. The channels used in this case are somewhat wider 
in order to accommodate this bypass condenser assembly. The gain and band 
width of these stages are nominally the same as the voltage amplifiers. In 
operation, the variable gain amplifiers are preceded by sufficient gain so that 
the noise figure of the overall system will not be degraded when minimum gain 
is used. 


THE HIGH-LEVEL STAGES 


As previously mentioned, we had available cavities utilizing type 4X150A 
tubes in grounded-cathode circuits. As plate-modulated class B amplifiers these 
units and had a gain of 10 decibels. When we attempted to use them as class A 
amplifiers, we found they exhibited a gain of 0 decibel even with the grid cir- 
cuit undamped, so that the band width was very small. Nothing that we tried 
made any appreciable improvement in these stages. Therefore, we modified 
the cavities to utilize type 4X150G tubes in grounded-grid circuits. These 
were tuned up and matched and found to have a gain of 10 decibels and a very 
reasonable band width. A photo of one of these stages is shown in figure 19. 
Figure 19A shows the band width obtained with these two stages in cascade. 
lhe marker pips are at 1-megacycle intervals. 

With the amplifier assembled utilizing several GAN4 stages and the two 
1X150G stages just described, the amplifier could be tuned for adequate band 
width and gain. However, the last GAN4 stage was not capable of supplying 
sufficient power to drive the final to 10 watts of usable power. This made 
necessary another medium-level stage. Another 4X150G stage in a cavity such 
as was being used could have been employed. However, this did not fit into the 
physical layout already built. This made it desirable to produce a new de- 
sign, so it was decid’d to use a 2C39A tube since it is somewhat smaller than 
the 4G150G and much easier to cool. Unfortunately, for the band width re- 
quired and with class A operation, we could not obtain a gain of more than 5 
to 6 decibels and this was not sufficient. Therefore, a second 2C39A stage was 
built. The circuitry of these stages follows the 6AN4 design quite closely. 
However, in this ease the input circuit was also tuned with a separate variable 
line. The interior of one of these stages is shown in figure 20 and one of the 
stages assembled is shown in figure 21. The electrical circuit is given in 
figure 22. 


GAIN CONTROL 


To arrive at a general design for booster amplifiers, one cannot predict the 
amount of gain that will be required. Although a variable gain of 50 decibels 
is included, there is no assurance that this will cover all contingencies or that 
it is the best approach. The advantage of the unit construction im this situa- 
tion is quite evident. Additional gain can be added or the overall gain reduced 
simply by shifting cables within the amplifier so as to change the number 
of stages. 

In addition to the coarse gain control mentioned, it is also necessary to pro- 
vide automatic gain control to take care of changes in the incoming signal and 
vain variations within the amplifier. Originally, we planned to provide manual 
gain control (for experimenting and adjusting) and both a long time constant 
peak detector and a short time constant keyed automatic gain control. The 
development of the automatic gain control circuitry became involved in a series 
of events that resulted in an AGO chassis that operated quite differently than 
originally planned. The AGC chassis that was sent to Vicksburg contained a 
manual bias control and what was labeled a peak and a keyed AGC system. 
Although unorthodox in design, the peak AGC system operates in a conventional 
manner. The keyed AGC system however, is not equivalent to what is usually 
referred to by the term. Usually a keyed AGC system uses a short keying pulse 
lerived from synchronizing pulses to connect a detector to the signal voltage. 
The detector time constants are such that during the keying pulse the voltage 
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is brought rapidly to a value determined by the signal at that time and this 
voltage is maintained—by a long discharge time constant—until the next keying 
pulse. In our version, a short time constant detector follows signal variations 
quite rapidly and the keying pulse produces an output bias voltage proportional 
to the detector voltage at the time of the keying pulse. This system should be 
adequate for airplane flutter but would not be satisfactory with high noise- 
level conditions. Although the evidence is far from adequate, it appears that 
the signal changes requiring keyed AGC are not present in the Vicksburg 
installation in an amount sufficient to warrant the inclusion of this type of 
control. 


POWER SUPPLIES 


Power for the amplifier is provided by three separate supplies. The type 6AN4 
voltage amplifiers are all run from the same regulated 200 volt supply. The 
two 2C39A stages are supplied 400 volts regulated at 80 milliamperes from a 
second supply. The two 4X150G stages are run from a single 1,000 volt supply, 
which is unregulated. The PA stage operates at 1,000 volts and 120 milliamperes. 
The IPA stage is fed through a dropping resistor which supplies 600 volts at 
120 ma. 

Although it is not known just what will be permitted with regard to auto- 
matic operation, certain provisions have been made. A time clock turns the 
amplifier on and off at preset times. Time delay relays turn on the equipment 
in the usual starting sequence; that is, filaments, low voltage, and finally 
high voltage. There also is provided an interruption lockout. This brings the 
amplifier into operation immediately following any short power interruption. 


FINAL ASSEMBLY 


The complete amplifier has been assembled in an RCA Type BR-84 cabinet 
rack which provides 77 inches of panel space. The front of the amplifier is shown 
in Figure 23 and the rear in Figure 24. The power supply is in the bottom 
with the preamplifier and the variable gain amplifier in the shielded box im- 
mediately above. This is topped by the two shielded boxes containing additional 
voltage amplifiers and the two 2C39A stages. Above these are the automatic 
gain control circuits and the 400-volt regulated power supply. The two 4X150G 
staves are in the cavities which can be seen in the front view. The automatic 
eperation and starting sequence relays are in the top panel. A total of 16 
stages are built into the unit, but only 14 stages have been utilized at any one 
time. Under this condition, the amplifier is capable of a gain of the order of 
100 decibels and a band width essentially flat over 6 megacycles. Some stagger 
tuning is used to accomplish this. A typical response curve of the amplifier 
is shown in Figure 25. The tube complement is shown in Figure 26. 

The method of constructing the voltage amplifiers in separately shielded units 
was undertaken at the beginning as a precautionary measure against internal 
feedback. Later performance has justified the approach. When first assembled, 
we had trouble with feedback and found it necessary to use double-shielded lines 
between amplifier boxes. Since we have done this, there has been no evidence 
of instability in the amplifier. Although there are many tuning controls in- 
volved, we have found that with a little experience an operator using a UHF 
sweeper can aline the entire amplifier in about 30 minutes. 


PERFORMANCE 


The booster amplifier was moved to Vicksburg, Miss., and installed there along 
with the two antennas. As previously indicated, the input signal level was 
higher than had been anticipated, thus making it possible to operate with approxi- 
mately 75 decibels gain. To take care of fading or changes within the amplifier, 
some additional gain was installed, of course. The performance was most grati- 
fying. There was no indication of cross-modulation of either the sound into the 
picture or synchronizing pulses into the sound. Test patterns observed with a 
well alined receiver directly on the receiving antenna and then on the output of 
the amplifier showed no appreciable change in resolution or gray scale. 

At the start, tests were made on an extremely experimental basis and only 
manual gain control was used except for short intervals. As the work became 
more routine, we used the automatic gain control and discovered the first defect 
in the booster amplifier system. When the equipment was first turned on in 
the morning, it was found sometimes that the AGC system was inoperative. The 
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developed bias was zero and gradually returned to normal over a 15-minute inter- 
val. During this warmup period the system was subject also to motorboating. 
These effects were found with both the keyed and the peak AGC systems. Prob- 
ably this was a result of high humidity and several very high-value resistors in 
the gain control system. Because of this inadequate performance no details of 
the AGC system have been given in this report. A new chassis, which will pro- 
vide only peak detection, will replace the present one as soon as it is available. 

Since we were making field strength measurements, it was necessary to deter- 
mine the peak video power delivered by the amplifier in order to establish 
absolute values. Through the process of making these measurements we noted 
another idiosyncrasy of the system. The following is not completely resolved, 
but it does appear that the gain of the amplifier is a function of the signal 
level at the input. For example, with just a visual signal and without the aural 
carrier, the amplifier may put out 16 watts of peak power. When the aural 
carrier is added, the peak power may drop to the order of 8 watts. This is not 
due simply to ordinary nonlinearity as this would be evident in the video signal, 
and would result in cross-modulation. As a result of this characteristic, we 
were forced to use unconventional means to measure peak-power under operating 
conditions. Several different methods were used and gave inconsistent results, 
At this time we can only say that the video power of the amplifier at the peak 
of syne is within 11% decibels of 6 watts. 

Since this experiment was made near the low-frequency end of the UHF tele- 
vision band, the question frequently arises as to whether or not the amplifier 
could operate at the high-frequency end of the band. We made no attempt ta 
try this, however the voltage amplifiers should operate throughout the entire 
band with minor modifications but with somewhat less gain. The coaxial 
cavities used were not intended to tune over a wide range but the basic design 
would be useful over the band. The remaining factor is the tube type used 
in the final amplifier. Since we have had no experience to rely upon, the tube 
data must be used. This indicates that the tube probably would be satisfactory 
but would have less gain. 


GENERAL ANTENNA DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 


The zigzag type of antenna was used in the design of both the transmitting 
and receiving arrays because of the simplicity of construction. Basically, the 
radiator elements consists of a long, single wire bent at half-wave intervals 
nto the form of a vertical zigzag. The plane of this array is spaced sufliciently 
distant from a vertical sheet reflector so that the line radiates in addition to 
functioning as a transmission line. Since a phase reversal occurs every half- 
wave, the horizontal components of the zigzag currents flow in the same direction 
and the vertical components alternate in direction. Hence the zigzag operates 
essentially as an array of in-phase, horizontal dipoles stacked vertically to pro- 
duce a narrow elevation pattern. 

A considerable number of experimental measurements have been made on 
various types of zigzag arrays. Based on this work, a few generalized observa- 
tions on the design problems follow. 

The vertical aperture of the array increases with the inclination angle of 
the half-wave elements for a given wire length. However, this gives a greater 
ratio of vertical to horizontal current components, resulting in undesirably 
large vertically polarized radiation at certain elevation angles, 

Conversely, lowering the inclination angle decreases the vertically polarized 
radiation but reduces the vertical aperture. If the aperture is increased for 
this case by adding to the wire length, the amplitude distribution along the 
array falls off rapidly. 

The amplitude distribution is also closely related to the spacing between 
the zigzag and screen reflector. For large spacings and long arrays, most of 
the radiation occurs from the first few radiators, resulting in poor aperture 
illumination. For very small spacings, the zigzag is essentially a transmission 
line with little radiation except near the far end. 

Therefore it is seen that a compromise adjustment of the various array 
parameters is necessary for antennas designed for a minimum number of feed 
points. 

From measurements on various types of zigzags, an element inclination angle 
of 45° and a screen spacing of approximately one-eighth wave-length have been 
found to be reasonable design values for antenna bays of about 6 or 8 wave- 
lengths in height. Although the physical length of each zigzag element is affected 
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somewhat by the type of standoff insulator used and size of wire, in general the 
length is within a few percent of a free-space half-wavelength. 

For arrays made of such bay sections, stacked vertically, four times the 
array height in wavelengths gives an approximation of the power gain relative 
to a half-wave dipole. This value is about two-thirds of the power gain that 
would be produced by a perfect current sheet of the same dimensions. 


THE RECEIVING ANTENNA 


Figure 27 shows a photograph of the receiving antenna mounted on its side 
for field testing. A schematic layout of the antenna and feed network is drawn 
in figure 28. 

Eight zigzag rows spaced one-half wavelength apart are mounted on a reflector 
screen 8 feet square. Each row is constructed of three-sixteenth inch brass 
rod formed with 11 right angle bends into a zigzag unit. The individual ele- 
ments are 1014 inches long, or 0.48 wavelength. The two middle elements are 
foreshortened to join with the coaxial end-seals mounted on the center line 
of the zigzag. The rows are supported approximately one-eighth wavelength 
from the screen by six ceramic standoff insulators. 

The four end-seals of each half of the array are joined with equal-length 
coaxial lines to a 50-ohm matching transformer. These two transformers are 
in turn joined to a main matching transformer with two equal-length lines. 
The VSWR of the receiving antenna on the 50-ohm coaxial input line is plotted 
in figure 29. 

The measured elevation field pattern plotted in figure 30 is practically 
identical to the characteristic produced from an ideal current sheet of the 
same aperture. From the measured azimuth pattern of four zigzag rows, the 
azimuth field pattern of the complete antenna was computed (figure 31). 

The calculated power gain with respect to a half-wave dipole is slightly more 
than 22 decibels. The measured power gain of the receiving antenna including 
the slight loss introduced by the feednetwork was found to be 20.5 decibels. 


THE TRANSMITTING ANTENNA 


A photograph (fig. 32) of the transmitting antenna shows the double row of 
zigzag radiators attached to a steel supporting tube. This antenna, constructed 
previously for field tests on channel 23, was found to have radiation character- 
istics broad enough for satisfactory operation at channel 25 by altering the 
matching arrangement. The schematic diagram of figure 33 illustrates the layout 
of the antenna and the feed network. 

Each row is made of three zigzag bays stacked vertically. The individua! bay 
consists of 20 center-fed zigzag elements constructed similar to those of the 
receiving antenna. 

Improved impedance characteristics were obtained by joining each pair of bays 
with short lengths of 75-ohm cable to a 50-ohm matching transformer. These 
three units were joined with three equal-length 50-ohm lines to the main matching 
transformer. Measured VSWR data versus frequency is plotted in figure 34. The 
somewhat sharper characteristic obtained is believed to be associated with mutual 
coupling effects between the two vertical rows, as a greater band width was 
originally obtained from a single row. 

The measured azimuth field pattern is given in figure 35. Because of difficulties 
connected with obtaining a good measuring setup for the entire 38-foot array, the 
elevation pattern of only a single bay was measured. From this data, the 
elevation pattern of the complete antenna was calculated as plotted in figure 36. 

The measured power gain of the complete transmitting antenna with respect 
to a half-wave dipole was found to be 19.4 decibels. This figure includes a cable 
loss of approximately 0.75 decibel in the feed network. 


CONCLUSION 


The measurements and observations of the performance of the booster at 
Vicksburg successfully demonstrate the feasibility of this method in covering a 
low-signal area. The project is further confirmation that a good engineering 
estimate of the e.r.p. required to establish a given grade of service can be made 
once the topography of the given area is known. 

The performance obtained with components of the booster system indicate 
that there are no major technical difficulties present with the approach used. 
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APPENDIX 1 
MEASUREMENT OF TIME DELAY BETWEEN ANTENNA TERMINALS 


For any four-terminal network having linear phase shift and constant am- 
plitude the time delay is equal to 


_d(8)_AB 


= = =a constant 
d(w) Aw 


where t=time delay, seconds 
8=phase constant, radians 
ow=—2rf 
Hence in order to determine ¢ we must find Ag for an incremental change of 
frequency, Af. The experimental setup for determining these values is shown in 
figure 37. The signal coupled to the receiver via the space between the an- 
tennas is nulled by a signal of the proper phase and amplitude derived from a 
probe coupled to the matched transmission line. The quantity J is plotted 
versus frequency as shown in figure 38. Then the time delay is computed in 
the following manner: 
pa 98 _2vdl - Al 
Aw dh QvAe Afr 


The time delay for both the Princeton and Vicksburg configuration is 0.445 y.s. 
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Ficure 5.—Receiving antenna mounted on face of water tower at Vicksburg. 
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Fiaure 6.—Transmitting antenna mounted on tower at Vicksburg. 
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Figure 16.—Interior of 6AN4 voltage amplifier stage. 
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Figure 18A.—Five 6AN4 stages in shield with cover removed. 
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Figure 19.—Exterior of one 4X150G stage. 


Fiaure 19A.—Bandwidth of two 4X150G stages. 
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Figure 21.—An assembled 2C39A stage. 


CIRCUIT OF 20394 STAGE 
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Ficure 23.—Front view of amplifier. 
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Figure 24.—Rear view of amplifier. 
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Figure 25.—Overall response of amplifier. 
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Figure 27.—Receiving antenna, 
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Figure 32.—Transmitting antenna. 
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Picture from WJTV received on two stacked 10-element YAGI antennas 
40 feet above roof. 


Picture from booster received on a “bow tie” antenna 10 feet above roof. 


GENERAL OBSERVATIONS SUBMITTED BY Hon. ANDREW F’, SCHOEPPEL, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM KANSAS, IN REFERENCE TO UHF HEarInes 


Television broadcasting in general and the UHF stations in particular need 
some broad and sound new economic answers to basic problems, not just a stop- 
gap shuffling of old answers and old mistakes. 

I believe it is worth remembering at this time that the original goal of these 
hearings was to find some practical answers to the acute economic problems of 
UHF television stations. 

That is still our objective, even though in the meantime we have had a liberal 
education in the whole subject of television broadcasting. 





- 


STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 1177 


But, thanks to the very broadness of the testimony we have heard, at least 
a couple of basic conclusions seem clearly justified to me. 

One is that the special problems of the late-blooming UHF stations, or any 
sound answers to them, are not to be found separate and apart from the whole 
TV picture. The other conclusion I come to is that we aren’t really going to 
solve anything here by redistributing the confusion of currently inadequate 
answers to TV’s basic shortage of money income from what it can presently do 
for the public. 

And I think we should remember, too, that to the public TV means television. 
They’re not happy about all this expensive gobbledegook as to why their local 
UHF station can’t give them the big programs that the VHF stations have. And 
most important of all are the thousands of people who don’t like the fact that, 
ifter years of hearing about Milton Berle and I Love Lucy, they still have no 
television service at all in their area. 

The FCC has spectrum space allocated for more than 2,000 stations. Yet 
t out of 5 of those potential TV stations which the public everywhere would 
like to be looking at are still just blanks on the FCC’s chart. 

Now, the broadcasters and network people and other witnesses explained to 
is in a dozen different ways that the main reason for this sad situation is that 
advertising budgets can only support stations where there are enough people in 
an area to make program sponsorships practical. They also pointed out that the 
stations already on the air—mostly VHF—now cover the major population 
markets, so they don’t need and can’t support a lot of new stations, whether they 
are VHF or UHF. 

So if that is the main rub here, then obviously we aren’t really solving the 
basic problem by any patchwork answers like this proposal to allow a tax credit 
of $7 on any set just because it can tune in both UHF and VHF stations. 

Similarly, we won’t get the big, new answers we want from an ad hoc com- 
mittee or further searching by any committee until we start looking for some 
brand new economic cloth to cover the income needs of more stations. As it is, 
we are just snipping off a swatch here to make a patch there. 

Because this is the way it looks to me, I keep coming back to this new use of 
television that they call box-office TV which began to interest me long before 
these hearings started. And now that I have heard all the problems and needs 
of TV stations poured out in these hearings, I am more than ever convinced that 
this idea of box-office, or subscription, television service ought to be looked into 
thoroughly. 

If it has some new answers as to where TV stations can get more income 
and new income by providing an extra service to the public, then let’s look into it 
right now. After all, new economic answers to TV’s problems are what we are 
looking for in these hearings. 

As I understand it, the machinery and technique needed to make subscription 
broadcasting possible by all present and future stations, whether UHF or VHF— 
or even for color broadcasting—has been perfected and is ready for use. I under- 
stand also that not one but several systems are possible so that present and 
future TV receivers could bring subscription programs into individual homes. 

If we have to go out and tinker with the 30 million TV sets now in use to 
fix them so they can get UHF, and then do some more expensive tinkering 
before they can receive a color broadcast, then let’s not wait until still more sets 
are in use to consider adding a box-office gadget—especially if this last gadget 
will help solve this big headache of how to pay for the extra TV service the 
publie wants. 

I also understand that Chairman Hyde has said that he believes the FCO 
has all the authority it needs to look into this subscription TV idea and authorize 
it, if it is found to be in the public interest. Well, let’s find out. 

I am told that the public, whenever asked in surveys and tests, has approved 
of the idea of such an extra paid service from home TY sets. 

I therefore recommend that we urge the FCC to proceed forthwith to explore 
this whole new television idea of subscription broadcasting. This is some- 
thing specific that can be done now. It need not wait for the various other pro- 
posals that we now have under consideration. If subscription TV service suc- 
ceeds in providing more revenue to more stations, then a lot of the problems 
now confronting us will disappear completely. 
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